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This quantitative study examined the perspectives of educators related to 
the inclusion of students with mild to moderate disabilities in general education 
classrooms. General education teachers, special education providers (e.g. 
education specialists, speech pathologists, occupational and physical therapists, 
and school psychologists, etc.), and administrators were surveyed to obtain their 
perspectives regarding the inclusion of students with mild to moderate 
disabilities; into the general education classroom. The Inclusive School Program 
Survey (McLewesky, et al., 2012) was used with permission from James 
McLeskey who conducted similar research in 2001. The five-point Likert scale 
survey was utilized to obtain data from the groups within a school district in 
Southern California.  There was a statistically significant difference in the 
perspectives of the educators who completed the survey.  General educators had 
a statistically significant lower mean perspective compared to those of special 
education providers and administrators. Findings from this study support the 
need for educators, districts, and university personnel to design professional 
development trainings and college courses that promote the positive benefits of 
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This dissertation examined the perspectives of educators regarding the 
inclusion of students with mild to moderate disabilities into the general education 
setting.  The study was designed to determine if there are significant differences 
among educators’ perspectives (special education providers, general educators, 
and administrators) regarding the inclusion of students with mild to moderate 
disabilities into general education classes. The term inclusion implies that every 
school can accommodate every child into the general education classroom 
setting irrespective of the child’s disability (‘accommodation’ rather than 
‘assimilation’) (Avamidis & Norwich, 2002). Inclusion implies that all learners 
belong to a community (Avamidis & Norwich, 2002).  This chapter will provide an 
overview of the background to the study, as well as the problem statement, 
purpose statement, research questions, significance of the study, theoretical 
underpinnings, assumptions, delimitations, and key terms.  
Problem Statement 
Students with mild to moderate disabilities have historically been placed 
into more restrictive environments, without first exhausting all services within the 
general education setting (Cuaston & Tracy-Bronson, 2015).  In the education 
system, a more restrictive environment is any program of instruction, which 
2 
 
removes the student from the general education classroom such as a special day 
classroom (IDEA, 2004). There are several reasons that children may not be 
served within the general education setting and be placed in to a special day 
classroom. The teacher’s belief that she does not have the skills to educate a 
child with a disability (Cuaston & Tracy-Bronson, 2015).   
Another reason for placement into a more restrictive environment is the 
lack of understanding regarding the supports that general education teachers 
and education specialists need to maintain a child with mild to moderate 
disabilities in the general education classroom (Dev & Haynes, 2014). School 
districts do not offer specific trainings to help teachers learn how to provide 
accommodations to be able to include a student with disabilities (Kosko & Wilkins 
2009). Additionally, a child with mild to moderate disabilities is typically serviced 
by an education specialist and a general education teacher.  This can create 
difficulties with understanding the role each educator plays in the child’s learning 
(Cuaston & Tracy-Bronson, 2015). The general education teacher may believe 
that the child’s education is more the responsibility of the education specialist or 
vice versa. This places the child at a disadvantage in receiving FAPE (Cuaston & 
Tracy-Bronson, 2015). 
Inclusive education is general education and special education teachers 
working together to provide an environment that promotes learning for all 
students regardless of special education eligibility (Cuaston & Tracy-Bronson, 
2015). Studies have indicated that one of the  benefits of inclusion are impacted 
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by the quality of the inclusion program (Salend, et al., 1999). A longitudinal study 
had higher academic achievement than peers who were placed into special 
education classes (Peetsma, et al., 2001).  Other benefits include fewer 
absences, increased academic performance, and increased positive school 
perceptions (Sakiz, 2017). 
There is limited research in the area of the perspectives of educators 
regarding the inclusion of students with mild to moderate disabilities (Zigmond, 
2003).  Most studies thus far have focused on students with moderate to severe 
disabilities.  Inclusion is a fairly new service model that has been developed in 
many school districts to help maintain students in the general education setting 
for the greatest extent possible (Cuaston & Tracy-Bronson, 2015). In order to 
increase student access to the general education setting, understanding the 
benefits of inclusion needs to be shared with teachers and education specialists 
(Rizzo & Lavay, 2000).   
The problem this study addressed was the continued placement of 
children with mild to moderate disabilities into more restrictive settings such as 
special day classroom resulting in decreased time spent in the general education 
settings. In 2000, the US Department of Education reported to Congress that less 
than 50% of students with disabilities were receiving services in the general 
education setting for more than 89% of their school day.  The report indicated 
that only 3% of students with disabilities were provided service in the general 
education classroom for the entire school day (US Department of Ed., 2000). 
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According to the California Department Education (CDE) had not 
consistently met the two Educational Environment Target mandates over the last 
five years.  These mandates stipulated that special education students be 
included in the general education classroom at least 40% or 80% of their 
educational day (CDE, 2018). The targets were designed to increase the amount 
of time special educations students spent in general education during their 
school day.  
Purpose Statement 
The purpose of this study was to compare the perspectives of general 
education teachers, special education providers, and administrators (principals, 
district level administrators) regarding the inclusion of students with mild to 
moderate disabilities in the general education classrooms. 
Research Question and Hypothesis 
The study answered the following research question, “Is there a statistically 
significant difference in perspectives among general educators, special education 
providers and administrators regarding inclusion of a student with mild to 
moderate disabilities?” 
The null hypothesis stated that there was no statistically significant 
difference between the perspectives of general educators, special education 
providers, and administrators regarding the inclusion of students with mild to 
moderate disabilities. The alternative hypothesis stated that there was a 
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statistically significant difference between the perspectives of general educators, 
special education providers, and administrators regarding the inclusion of 
students with mild to moderate disabilities. 
Significance of the Study 
There was limited research in the area of inclusion for students with mild to 
moderate disabilities into the general education setting. This study sought to 
expand the research into the perspectives of general educators and special 
educators both at the school level and district level in order to broaden the 
understanding of how to support educators in including student with mild to 
moderate disabilities across the general education setting. Many changes have 
occurred in the delivery models of special education over the previous few 
decades, leading to a need for research in determining if the accomplishments of 
students with disabilities had increased in these models (Zigmond, 2003). There 
have been varying results from research comparing pull-out, inclusion, and 
special day class models of special education supports (Zigmond, 2003). The 
debate over the different models and the impact of the academic performance of 
students with mild to moderate disabilities in the general education setting 
needed further research (Zigmond, 2003). However, research on teacher 
perspectives of  educators indicated that the views of general education teachers 
had not changed over the last 40 year and still appeared to be negative or have 




 The study was be guided by DisCrit Theory, which was developed in 
response to the discrimination that individuals with disabilities encountered 
(Annamma, Conner & Ferri, 2016). Individuals with disabilities often are 
overlooked or discounted when engaging in society (Bell, 2011). The 
marginalization of students with disabilities begins when they enter the education 
system and are identified (Annamma, et al., 2016). The DisCrit Theory stipulates 
that society’s role is to decrease oppression of their freedom by increasing their 
access to their communities through legislation (Bell, 2011).  
The DisCrit Theory is a combination of Critical Race Theory (CRT) and 
Critical Disability Theory (CDT). Critical Race Theory (CRT) was developed out 
of the social injustice, which was occurring in the 1960s (Tate, 1997). CRT 
stipulates that individuals should have the power to participate in justice, 
liberation, and economic issues that relate to them (Tate, 1997). In the 1970s, 
the theory changed to include people of color and address the racial discourse 
occurring during that time (Tate, 1997). Critical Disability Theory (CDT) examines 
the perspectives of individuals with disabilities, and how they are treated by the 
legal system (Hosking, 2008). The CDT argues that individuals with disabilities 
do not have a voice in the social policies which affect them (Hosking, 2008). 
Due to the lack of representation in CRT for individual with disabilities, the 
evolution of DisCrit Theory came about (Bell, 2011). There are cultural barriers 
related to individuals with disabilities with regards to how they are viewed (Bell, 
7 
 
2011). Individuals with disabilities are discriminated against in the same way as 
people of color, people with differing sexual orientations and sexism, which limits 
people from reaching their fullest potential (Bell, 2011). It is important to 
understand that individuals with disabilities are discriminated against to the same 
degree as other marginalized groups due to their difficulties in fitting into 
mainstream society. However, it is the policies and law which have marginalized 
them and thus was the impetus of the development of DisCrit Theory (Bell, 
2011).  
Assumptions 
Several assumptions guided this study. The teacher-student relationship is 
important for learning. This relationship although not specifically assessed 
through the research questions, was a necessary component in student learning 
and placement (Baker, et al., 2003). Educators with positive teacher-student 
relationships and high expectations of students will become more responsive to 
their students identified with disabilities (Austin & Pena, 2017). Students who do 
not have a positive relationship with their teacher may be less inclined to fully 
engage in learning from them (Martin & Collie, 2019). Students with positive 
attitudes towards their teachers tend to achieve higher (Xu and Qi, 2019) and are 
more motivated to learn from teachers they like (Xu and Qi, 2019).  
The study also assumed that the educators employed in the public school 
system held valid California Teaching Credentials, certifications, or licenses for 
the areas in which they are employed. It further assumed that those who had 
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been employed for two or more years have completed probation and were fully 
tenured employees. Lastly, it assumed that special education students were 
placed in the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) given that LRE was a 
requirement for all student in special education as per the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA). 
Delimitations 
The study was delimited to students with mild to moderate disabilities 
since there is already existed an abundance of research on the topic of students 
with moderate to severe disabilities. The study will also be delimited to include 
only educators working within the public school system, since educators from the 
private school system were not required to provide special educations services to 
children with special needs. Finally, parents’ perspectives were not addressed in 
the study since the study is focused on educators and their perspective regarding 
inclusion. 
Definitions of Key Terms 
The follow terms will be used in the study. Special Education Provider was 
defined as any individual working as an education specialists, speech 
pathologist, school psychologists, adapted physical education teacher, disability 
specialists, occupational and physical therapists, educationally related mental 
health services providers, board certified behavior analysists, vision and hearing 
specialists, or special education school nurses.  General Educators were defined 
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as employees who were general education teachers, school counselors, 
computer technology instructors, and general education school nurses. 
Administrators were individuals who held an administrative credential and were 
school principals, assistant principals, program administrators, program directors, 
assistant superintendent, associate superintendent, superintendent, and program 
supervisors. Special Education Training is specific to the credentials, 
certifications and licensing that were required for individuals to work in the state 
of California (CA Department of Education, 2018). Individualized Education Plan 
(IEP) was a plan that was developed once a student was determined to be 
eligible for special education (IDEIA, 2004). The IEP guided the student learning 
through the use of goals and objectives (IDEIA, 2004). 
 Perspectives was defined as what educators believed rather than a more 
general attitude toward inclusion and inclusive practices (McLeskey, 2020).  
Research indicated that beliefs tended to change after experiences with inclusion 
and had been found to be generalizable (McLeskey, 2020) 
Mild Disability was defined as a student who did not appear to be disabled and 
was able to be remediated at a higher rate through the use of interventions that 
target specific areas of academic deficit (Moore-Beyioku, 2016). Moderate 
Disability refered to an individual with moderate deficits, which decreased their 
rate of remediation thus required intensive services to increase their achievement 
(Moore-Beyioku, 2016). Severe Disability referred to individuals with significant 
academic deficits which required multiple intensive services with their rate of 
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improvement being slow despite the intensity of services (Moore-Beyioku, 2016). 
Least Restrictive Environment was defined as maintaining the maximum amount 
of time a child with disabilities was serviced in the general education classroom 
while using appropriate aides and supports (IDEIA, 2004). The goal of this 
mandate was to keep students with their non-disabled peers to the maximum 
amount possible (IDEIA, 2004).  
 The term inclusion implied all learners belong to a community and that 
every school can accommodate every child into the general education classroom 
setting irrespective of the child’s disability (‘accommodation’ rather than 
‘assimilation’) (Avamidis & Norwich, 2002). Inclusion is the sharing of 
responsibility for educating all students by both the general education and special 
education teachers (Causton & Tracy-Bronson, 2015). The purpose is to  
promote learning for each student, with or without a disability (Causton & Tracy-
Bronson, 2015).  
Summary 
 Chapter one provided an overview of the background to the study, as well 
as the problem statement, purpose statement, research questions, significance 
of the study, theoretical underpinnings, assumptions, delimitations, and key 
terms.    
The problem this study addressed was to gain a better understanding of 
the differences among general educators, special education providers, and 
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administrators regarding their perspectives about inclusion.  An increased 
understanding about educators’ perspectives about inclusion was critical to the 
development of inclusive programs for continued placement of children with mild 
to moderate disabilities into the least restrictive environment.  
There is limited research in the area of the perspectives of educators 
regarding the inclusion of students with mild to moderate disabilities (Zigmond, 
2003). However, research on teacher perspectives of educators indicated that 
the views of general education teachers have not changed over the last 40 year 
and still appear that they are negative or have mixed perspectives about 
inclusion (Koh & Shin, 2017). 







The California public school system main principle is designed to 
successfully serve all students regardless of their race, culture, religion, 
socioeconomic status, or disability (Massengale, et al., 2018). Students with 
disabilities have historically been marginalized and treated unfairly by the system 
which was supposed to educate them (Martin, et al., 1996). They have been 
denied access to be included in classrooms with regular education peers (Martin, 
et al., 1996). Students with disabilities have been characterized as being 
disruptive to regular education classrooms due to their need for accommodations 
and modifications (Szumski, et al., 2017). There is a belief that students with 
special education needs could not learn and teachers don’t have the training to 
address their needs (Avramidis & Kalyva, 2007). Teachers often believed that by 
having a student with mild to moderate disabilities in their classes there would be 
reduction of focus on the needs of regular education students (Szumski, et al., 
2017). 
Chapter two discusses the legal and legislative history of special education 
and its evolution to address the needs of students with various disabilities. In this 
chapter are discussed the mandates, which address the requirements of 
inclusion of students with disabilities into the educational system, the influence 
inclusion has on both students with disabilities and non-disabled peers (Schwab, 
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2017), and the training needed to help expand the views of educators and their 
ability to teach children with disabilities in order to change their perspectives 
about inclusion.   
A Legal and Legislative History of Special Education 
A historical timeline indicates that before the 1800s people with disabilities 
were seen as a burden on the social and economic aspects of society (Winzer, 
2007). For hundreds of years people with disabilities were discriminated against 
and isolated from their communities and placed in institutions or sometimes 
eliminated (Martin, et. al, 1996). In 1857 through Public Law 34-5, the 
government provided grants to states in order to build asylums to house 
individuals identified as “deaf and dumb” (Martin, et al., 1996). These individuals 
were not educated while in these asylums. In 1879, through Public Law 45-186, 
the government provided grants to build schools to educate individuals who were 
blind (Martin, et. al., 1996). These Public Laws were the federal government’s 
last efforts at their involvement in public school until 1910 (Martin, et al., 1996). 
In 1910, there appeared to be a shift in attitudes towards the treatment of 
individuals with disabilities. The White House hosted its first annual “White House 
Conference on Children” (Yell, et. al., 1998). The focus of the conference was 
primarily on the treatment of children with disabilities within the greater society 
(Yell, et. al., 1998). The conference was the federal government’s first attempt to 
advocate for children with disabilities. There was discussion of removing children 
from the institutions and educating them within the public school system (Yell, et 
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al., 1998). This led to classrooms being placed on comprehensive school sites 
for children with disabilities in an attempt to integrate them (Yell, et. al., 1998). 
However, after a short time, interest in the inclusion of students with disabilities 
with non-disabled peers faded and they were again segregated (Yell, et al., 
1998).  
In 1918, compulsory education laws existed in all of the states in the 
nation, which required students of a certain age to attend school (LaNera & 
Frattura, 2007). The compulsory education law began to lead the way for 
students with disabilities to be included in school; however, the opposite occurred 
(LaNera & Frattura, 2007). As a result of the laws, children were excluded from 
receiving an education if they appeared to be disabled upon enrollment (LaNera 
& Frattura, 2007). This method of exclusion was contested by Beattie v. Board of 
Education in 1919, which attempted to include children with disabilities into the 
public school system (LaNera & Frattura, 2007). However, the legal decision that 
resulted from this lawsuit, only continued to perpetuate the exclusion of students 
with disabilities (LaNera & Fratura, 2007).  
This legal decision warrants a detailed description of what occurred at that 
time in order to demonstrate the significance of the Beattie v. Board of Education 
lawsuit. The parents of Merritt Beattie, a disabled student, sued the board of 
education so that he might receive a public education. The judge appeared to 
have based his decision to exclude Merritt from receiving education, not based 
on Merritt’s average mental and academic capacity, but on his disability, 
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appearance and poor communication skills in that they would interfere other 
students and staff at the school. After describing Merritt’s disability in his 
decision, the judge stated that the child’s condition and ailments would cause 
others to become depressed and nauseated just having him in their presence 
(Beattie v. BOE, 1919). As a result, Merritt was not allowed to participate in the 
general education classroom (Beattie v BOE, 1919). 
Over a decade later, in 1931 and again in 1946, two landmark legal 
decisions occurred, which significantly impacted inclusive education in the United 
States. The two cases were Lemon Grove (Robert Alvarez v. The Board of 
Trustees of the Lemon Grove School District, 1931) and Mendez (Mendez v. 
Westminster, 1946). Although, the two cases did not specifically address the 
exclusion of students with disabilities; they did however, set precedent for later 
cases involving the discrimination of disabled students. In the Robert Alvarez v. 
The Board of Trustees of the Lemon Grove School District was the first court 
case that ruled against segregation of students (Alvarez, 1986; Alvarado & 
Rodriguez, 2018). Alvarez was a student in San Diego, California, at a school of 
169 students that was half white and half Mexican decent and was considered 
over crowded. The school board wanted to solve the problem of overcrowding by 
building a second school for the Mexican students, without notifying the parents 
(Alvarez, 1986). The school considered the move of the Mexican students to the 
“Americanization School” the best way to address overcrowding, sanitation 
problems, and moral issues that were occurring at the previous school; despite 
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the Mexican students being American citizens or legal residents (Alvarez, 1986: 
Alvarado & Rodriguez, 2018). The school board did not count on the Mexican 
families advocating for themselves by bringing a lawsuit against the segregation 
plan (Alvarez, 1986).  The judge eventually ruled that the Lemon Grove school 
board could not segregate the students of Mexican heritage from the white 
students because they were legally identified as White (Alvarado & Rodriguez, 
2018). According to the judge, Whites could not be “subject to segregation rules 
that applied to other minority races” (Noltemeyer, et. al., 2012, pg. 5).  It took 
another twenty-three years for the courts to change segregation rules. In the 
Hernandez v. Texas (1954) decision the judge declared Latinos a protected class 
with regards to jury duty, which eventually extended to children in schools 
(Bowman, 2001). 
Approximately 15 years later, Mendez v. Westminster (1946) paved the 
way for public schools to be integrated.  In Mendez v. Westminster School 
District of Orange County (1946) a bond measure failure resulted in Mexican 
students not being allowed to integrate into the “White” school (Bowman, 2001; 
Alvarado & Rodriguez, 2018). The case was filed with the belief that the 14th 
amendment rights of the Latino students were being violated by not providing 
equal protections under the laws. The Latino students were entitled to the same 
education as the White students, regardless of their ancestry (Bowman, 2001).  
The school district claimed that they were separating the students to ensure that 
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they were receiving proper English language instruction. (Alvarado & Rodriguez, 
2018).  
The court determined that the student’s level of English proficiency was 
based upon their Mexican last name rather than upon an assessment of their 
language skills (Mendez v. Westminster, 1946). The judge further ruled that this 
practice was in violation of California and Federal laws that schools could not 
segregate Latino students (Bowen, 2001). In 1947, the governor of California 
signed a law that repealed the state’s segregation statutes, thus opening all 
school to all children of different ethnicities (Bowman, 2001).  
In 1954, Brown v. The Board of Education took further steps with regards 
to the segregation of students of color, specifically Blacks. The lawsuit found that 
Black students were entitled to an equal education as White students. The ruling 
determined “separate was not equal” (Noltemeyer, et. al. 2012, pg. 6). The 
plaintiffs’ lawyer noted that “if the courts allowed African American students to 
have integration into public school, then the next step would be to integrate 
women and children with disabilities” (Chinn, 2004, pg. 9). The court’s decision 
ruled that the segregation of Latino and African American students was 
unconstitutional (Jefferson-Jenkins & Hawkins-Hill, 2011).  Despite “Lemon 
Grove” and “Mendez” not being cited in “Brown,” the three cases set precedence 
for students with disabilities to be included in public education. Charles 
Wollenburg, a lawyer in the Brown lawsuit stated, “Mendez was part of a process 
which stripped away the formal structure of legalized segregation and exposed 
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the underlying conditions of racism and reaction that divide the American people 
and plague their consciences” (Bowman, 2001, pg. 1775). The case of Brown v. 
Board of Education set the stage for school districts to begin to change policies 
and practices that addressed children with disabilities and their inclusion in 
school (Yell, et. al., 1998, pg. 220). 
Advocates for students with disabilities argued that the above mentioned 
court cases validated the arguments that students with disabilities were being 
denied opportunities for an equal education (Katsiyannis, 2001; Huefner, 2000; 
Winzer, 1993; Yell, 1998).  They argued that students with disabilities have the 
same rights as students without disabilities” (Yell, et al., 1998, pg. 221). The 
precedent setting cases demonstrated that the “separate but equal” premises 
cannot be applied appropriately to students with disabilites (Alvarado & 
Rodriguez, 2018).  
In 1958 two significant Acts passed legislation which would provide 
specific funding for the education of students with disabilities and the training of 
educators who would teach these students in special education (Yell, et al., 
1998). This first was the passed was the Expansion of Teaching in the Education 
of Mentally Retarded Children Act, which allocated money to learning institutions 
for teaching programs directed training teachers to work with students diagnosed 
with mental retardation (Martin, et al., 1996). The second was the National 
Defense Education Act of 1958 which provided funding to the education system 
in order to improve the competitiveness of US students in the area of science 
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and math (Martin, et al., 1996).  These Acts helped to increase federal funding to 
the public school system in order to improve the quality of the education provided 
to all students (Winzer, 2009; Yell, et al., 1998). 
In 1965 the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) was passed 
to provide educational opportunities for disadvantaged students (Thomas & 
Brady, 2005). This was the first law enacted that provided funds to subsidize the 
direct services  provided to students by school districts (Martin, et al., 1996). The 
law provided funding that was designed to decrease poverty by increasing 
access to a quality education to all students throughout the country (Bishop & 
Jackson, 2015; Martin, et al., 1996). A portion of the funding was intended to 
support special education services and the training of teachers who were working 
with students with disabilities (Noltemeyer, et al., 2012). Despite the enactment 
of the ESEA, over one million students with disabilities continued to be excluded 
from attending school due to their disabilities, in the earlier part of the 1970’s 
(Dudley-Marling & Burns, 2014).   
It was not until Public Law 93-112, Rehabilitation Act of 1973 was passed 
that the needs of students with disabilities were addressed (Martin, et al., 1996). 
Also, known a Section 504, this anti-discrimination law targeted any agency that 
received state and federal funding from creating barriers which prevented equal 
access to people with disabilities (Martin, et al., 1996). Section 504 was 
expanded from the work setting to the public school setting, since they are 
federally funded (Schraven & Jolly, 2010). Currently, Section 504 helps to equal 
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the playing field for children with disabilities by providing accommodations such 
as extra time on tests or copies of notes. These accommodations increase 
access to the curriculum; thus, allowing students with disabilities the opportunity 
to learn with their non-disabled peers (Zirkel & Weathers, 2014). 
The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA; Public Law 94-
142) was passed in 1975 (Dudley-Marling & Burns, 2014).  Prior to 1975, special 
education services were not guaranteed under civil rights laws (Schraven & Jolly, 
2010). As previously indicated in this chapter, several Acts were passed that 
were designed to increase the learning of students with no specific legislation to 
ensure students with disabilities were included. This created a problem of 
inclusion since often times students with disabilities were excluded from school, 
and taught in separate classrooms away from their general education peers 
(Dudley-Marling & Burns, 2014). Schools were not required to provide 
appropriate special education supports and services to students with disabilities 
(Dudley-Marling & Burns, 2014).  
The EAHCA mandated that all students with disabilities be educated in the 
“least restrictive environment” (LRE) and that services be documented in an 
Individual Education Plan (IEP). The LRE was designed to allow children with 
disabilities to be educated with non-disabled peers before being moved to more 
restrictive setting, All special education services must be exhausted within the 
general education setting prior to moving a student to a more restrictive setting 
(Dudley-Marling & Burns, 2014). The EAHCA also mandated that all children are 
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entitled to a Free Appropriate Public Education, (FAPE) which extended to 
students with disabilities (Dudley-Marling & Burns, 2014). The services and 
supports provided to students with disabilities require to allow them access to the 
curriculum ware to be provided by school districts at no cost to parents (Dudley-
Marling & Burns, 2014).  With the passage of EAHCA, special education was 
established and funded (although, no fully funded) (Schraven & Jolly, 2010).  
The EAHCA was later called the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) in 1990. 
Since 1975 when laws were initially enacted to address students with disabilities, 
over six million children, with disabilities have benefited and allowed to 
participate in the country’s public educational system (Katliyannis, et. al., 2001). 
The IDEA had four purposes, which were to provide an education for all, 
provided specific parent and student rights, provided federal assistance, and 
ensured a quality education to students with disabilities. The IDEA also outlined 
the steps the education system must follow should they suspect a student has a 
disability. The suspicion of a disability must trigger an evaluation to determine if 
the student is eligible for supports and services (Martin, et. al., 1996).   
The IDEA was reauthorized in 1997 and 2004 with specific mandates for 
students with disabilities. The mandates addressed discipline and standardized 
testing as well as protections such as mediation procedures when disagreements 
arise between parents and districts (Nolan, 2004). There were flexible funding 
options available to allow district to use money to provide access to a FAPE. The 
money could be used to provide technology and supplementary aides and 
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services for students with disabilities (Nolan, 2004). The IDEA also provided 
funding for transition services such as adult education and the coordination of 
services with other agencies (Nolan, 2004). When IDEA was reauthorized in 
2004, it was renamed the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement 
Act, which was reissued in 2006 (IDEIA; Nolan, 2004).   
The passage of No Child Left Behind Act (NCLBA) in 2001 had a 
significant impact on the education of students with disabilities due to the specific 
involvement of the federal government (Yell, et. al., 2006). Despite the passage 
of several Acts to address the needs of students with disabilities, there were no 
attempts to move beyond compliance needs. The Acts were limited to supporting 
compliance with education code with regards to children with disabilities. There 
were no attempts to provide supports that target behavioral, social and learning 
outcomes for students with disabilities (Finn, et al., 2001; US Department of 
Education, 2002).  
No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) and two reports, by the President’s 
Commission on Excellence in Special Education, influenced the changes that 
occurred in the reauthorization of IDEIA (US Department of Education, 2002; 
Finn, Rotherham, & Hokanson 2001). With the enactment of NCLB and IDEIA 
students were provided a full continuum of placements and a wide range of 
support services. The next section will focus on inclusion of students with 
disabilities into the general education setting. 
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Overview of Inclusion 
The field of education has been undergoing a paradigm shift, when it 
comes to the inclusion of students with disabilities into the general education 
setting. Students with disabilities have become more integrated into general 
education setting (Ahuja, et al., 2015). The Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act (2004) and No Child Left Behind (2001) law have resulted in many students 
receiving services in the general education setting due to adherence to the LRE 
(McLewesky, et al., 2012). Since the 1970s and 1980s parental demand to 
provide an inclusive education for students with disabilities has increased. This 
has required school districts to restructure the school environments to be to 
ensure that all students are mainstreamed, when appropriate, into a general 
education settings (Buell et al, 1999, Acamidis & Norwich, 2002, Cuaston & 
Tracy-Bronson, 2015).  
There has been an increased in the number of students with disabilities 
being educated in general education classes. Such opportunities have expanded 
their educational opportunities (LaNear & Fratura, 2007; U.S. Department of 
Education, 2000). However, despites these efforts, oftentimes students identified 
as having mild to moderate disabilities were viewed as visitors by teachers and 
not considered full members of their class (Cuaston & Tracy-Bronson, 2015). The 
students were viewed as special education students first.  This perception stems 
from the fact that they received a portion of their education through special 
education programs (Cuaston & Tracy-Bronson, 2015). 
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Student’s with mild to moderate disabilities are being included in general 
education, however, to what degree is the question.  A FAPE requires that 
student be included to the maximum degree possible (Nolan, 2004).  Inclusion 
requires that both the general education and special education teachers work 
together to share the responsibility for educating all students with or without a 
disabilities (Cuaston & Tracy-Bronson, 2015). There are two definitions of 
inclusion. The first being Kunc’s definition of inclusive education: 
The valuing of diversity within the human community.  When 
inclusive education is fully embraced we abandon the idea that 
children have to become “normal in order to contribute to the 
world… We begin to look beyond typical ways of becoming valued 
members of the community and in doing so, begin to realize the 
achievable goal of providing all children with an authentic sense of 
belonging, (Kunc, 1992, p. 20). 
 
The second definition of inclusion from Udvari-Solner is: 
Inclusive schooling propels a critique of contemporary school 
culture and thus, encourages practitioners to reinvent what can be 
and should be to realize more humane, just, and  democratic 
learning communities.  Inequities in treatment and educational 
opportunity are brought to the forefront, thereby fostering attention 
to human rights, respect for difference and value of diversity, 




Inclusion is a philosophical movement that should not be difficult to 
understand and implement; however, there is little or no research available to 
indicate if it is being instituted properly (Rizzo & Lavay, 2000). If appropriate 
supports and services are in place, students with mild to moderate disabilities are 
able to be maintained in the general education setting (Rizzo & Lavay, 2000). 
However, this is not always the case as students with mild to moderate disabiites 
are being placed in general education programs without a plan for successful 
implementation or an appropriately developed curriculum with instructional 
strategies to support the students (Rizzo & Lavay, 2000). 
Impact of Inclusion for Students 
There are many positive benefits of including students with mild to 
moderate disabilities into the general education setting. Students with mild to 
moderate disabilities, who participate in general education programs, appear to 
increase academic and social skills. Non-disabled peers seem to have increase 
empathy and a better understanding of the needs of their disabled peers. 
Another benefit includes more positive perception of school. 
Despite the positive benefits of inclusion, there is a common 
misconception that the inclusion of students with disabilities into the general 
education classroom will bring down the academic rigor for all students in the 
classroom. Szumski, et al. (2017) conducted a meta-analysis and found that 
inclusion had beneficial outcomes for students without special education needs 
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(SEN). They found a weak positive association between the academic 
performance of those students without SEN and participation in an inclusion 
classroom (Szumiski, 2017).  In other words, student without disabilities had an 
increase in achievement when they participated in an inclusion classroom. 
The meta-analysis appeared to have some draw backs. Szumiski, et al. 
(2017) included studies that utilized the different methods of data collections or 
did not measure achievement of students in similar ways, and only a few studies 
were longitudinal. It also did not appear that the studies obtained information 
about aspects of the child other than academics.  These studies did not examine 
impact of inclusion on the social skills of students, the culture of the school, or 
local community involvement.  On the other hand, the authors of this meta-
analysis was able to examine multiple levels within the educational system 
(elementary, middle, and high school).  The researchers found that teachers at 
the elementary level appeared to have a more positive effect than teachers at the 
secondary level (Szumiski, et al., 2017).   
Similarly, Salend, et al. (1999) meta-analysis showed that some studies 
found that inclusion programs have positive academic and social outcomes for 
both students with mild disabilities and their peers without disabilities. Salend et 
al., (1999) identified three factors associated with inclusion which included the 
impact on students with disabilities, the impact on students without disabilities, 
and the impact on educators. There were limitations noted in the meta-analysis. 
The researchers included studies used multiple types of data collection and 
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analysis. There did not appear to be a consistency in the sample size of the 
studies, so generalization of the findings of the studies was difficult. The findings 
regarding the benefits of student involvement in inclusion programs was 
inconclusive. However, they did determine that the academic performance of all 
students could be impacted by the quality of the inclusion program (Salend, et 
al., 1999). If inclusion programs are implemented with cooperation of all 
stakeholders then practices and policies can address the needs of students and 
teachers, leading to positive academic and social outcomes for students with and 
without disabilities (Salend, et al., 1999). 
A longitudinal study, completed in 2001, found that preschool students 
who participated in mainstream classes made more academic progress, over a 
four-year period, than peers that had participated in separate special education 
classes (Peetsma, et al., 2001). A pragmatic mixed-methods design study, 
published in 2017, evaluated the outcomes of a school based program to 
promote different aspects of inclusion for students with disabilities (Sakiz, 2017). 
Fifty students with mild to moderate disabilities, attending four schools, 
participated in the study. The author found that Turkish students, with disabilities, 
who participated in inclusive schools showed a significant decrease in absences, 
an increase in academic performance, and held more positive perception of 
school climate (Sakiz, 2017). 
Susanne Schwab conducted two studies to measure students’ 
perspective/attitudes about inclusion.  The first, study assessed the impact of 
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peer contact with students with SEN (Schwab, 2017).  She found that the more 
in-depth contact non-SEN peers had with SEN peers, the more positive their 
attitudes were towards SEN peers and the more willing non-SEN peers were to 
collaborate with SEN peers during school activities.  Her second study found that 
the overall climate of the inclusion program, at a secondary school was positive 
(2018). She suggested further studies should examine the perceptions of 
educators as part of a more holistic evaluation of a student success in inclusive 
programs (Schwab, et al., 2018). 
Training for Educators about Inclusion 
The ultimate goal of an inclusive school program is to provide services 
and supports, to students with disabilities, in the least restrictive environment. To 
do so, teachers need to be trained to recognize and understand that students 
have the right to participate in all aspects of their academic environment 
regardless of disability (Moore, 2015). 
Teachers who have little or no professional development in teaching 
students with special needs have significantly less positive attitudes concerning 
inclusion than those with extensive professional development (Avramidis & 
Kalyva, 2007). These teachers tend to believe that they do not have the skills 
required to teach students with special needs; thus they are more likely to refer 
these students to a more restrictive placement (Avramidis & Kalyva, 2007). 
Given that teacher training appears to be a factor regard the inclusion of 
students with disabilities, the role of special education staff becomes important in 
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helping to support their inclusion. However, many of today’s special education 
staff are also inadequately trained in how to support students exhibiting 
difficulties in the classroom.  This adds to the difficulties of including student with 
disabilities into general education classrooms. Inclusion requires consultation 
between general education staff and special education staff to be successful 
(Kauffman, 1999). Adequately trained staff will help to facilitate inclusive services 
to students with special needs (Buell, et all, 1999). Fox and Ysseldyke (1997) 
found that teachers are not addressing the needs of their students with 
disabilities they are not making the needed modifications to their teaching 
strategies due to inadequate training.  
Allday, et al. (2013) analyzed elementary education curricula from 109 
United States universities and found that of the 124 credit hours, only  
approximately five hours were devoted to the following areas; characteristics of 
disabilities (2.35), inclusion (1.12), management of student behavior (1.55), and 
collaboration (.19). This study validates teacher’s perceptions with regards to the 
limited training they receive in working with students with disabilities (Allday, et 
al., 2013). Swain et al. (2012) conducted a pre and post survey of undergraduate 
students enrolled in an introductory special education course which 
demonstrated the need for teacher training programs to include classroom 
strategies and techniques for effectively instruct students with special needs. The 
findings indicated that teachers developed more positive attitudes towards 
students with disabilities after participating in a course that included twenty hours 
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of field work and observing students with disabilities in different settings (Swain 
et al., 2012). The teachers perceived themselves to be more capable of working 
with students with disabilities (Swain et al., 2012). 
Research indicates that general education teachers take few courses on 
teaching students with special needs (Kosko & Wilkins 2009). This leads to the 
belief that they are not to teach special needs students, which then decreases 
their confidence in themselves or their confidence in teaching the students 
(Kosko & Wilkins 2009). Moore (2015) conducted a quantitative study to 
determine if a series of staff trainings about inclusion would change attitudes of 
special education and general education teachers.  The author found that after 
the six, 45 minute sessions, on the topics of special education law, individualized 
education plans (IEPs), disability categories and characteristics, collaborative 
instruction, practices in inclusive classrooms, and instructional adaptations, the 
educators’ views were positively impacted (Moore, 2015). Further training was 
needed to continue to enhance their knowledge and practices of inclusion to 
ensure their training was sustained (Moore, 2015). This study was only based on 
a small sample size of 15, which limited the generalizability of the findings.  
However, further research should be conducted to include more educators and 
special education service providers to determine if similar results would be found. 
In a mixed methods study was utilized by Tzivinikou (2015) determined 
the impact of an in-service training program on general and special education 
teachers about, collaboratively, supporting students with disabilities. The study 
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found that training had a positive influence on teacher’s collaboration skills, 
intervention planning and implementation, teaching methods, perceptions of 
teaching skills and student assessments. The study has a small sample of 30 
educators; however the findings were significant. 
In order to address the problem of limited training in teacher credentialing 
programs regarding students with disabilities is to provide this training through 
professional development once they begin working. Teachers should receive 
training on how to be part of an educational team that supports all students in an 
inclusive classroom (Causton & Tracy-Bronson, 2016). This training should 
include an understanding of the components of an of an inclusive program. 
Causton and Tracy-Bronson (2015) outline the components.  The proportion of 
students in inclusion classrooms should be based upon the percentage of 
students with SEN and those without SEN in the entire school (Causton & Tracy-
Bronson 2015). The second component is co-planning for instruction. The 
general education teacher and education specialist need to work together to 
develop lesson plans that include strategies to support student learning (Causton 
& Tracy-Bronson 2015). The third component is the understanding that teaching 
is a joint effort.  The general education teacher and education specialist are 
jointly responsibe for educating all students in a coordinated co-teaching model 
(Causton & Tracy-Bronson 2015). The next three components addresses the 
classroom structure and school culture. Administrators need to build a 
community within the school that involves all stakeholders to be educated on the 
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various ways students learn and how to differentiate instruction so that all 
students are included in the teaching (Causton & Tracy-Bronson 2015). The last 
two comomnents are more specific to teaching in the classroom. Educators must 
ensure that students with disabilities are dispersed into classrooms to ensure that 
class groupings are heterogeneous (Causton & Tracy-Bronson 2015). In other 
words, if an observer walks in the classroom they should not be able to 
distinguish the students with disabilities from those without. Finally, the educators 
must provide instruction that is engaging and accommodated for students with 
disabilities. This will provide students with the opportunity to demonstrate their 
full potential. Teaching strategies should target student strengths in order to 
increase remediation (Causton & Tracy-Bronson 2015). Training will help 
teachers identify the components of inclusion programs that needs to be included 
into their work with students. Research indicates that teachers want more 
practical inclusion training (Kosko & Wilkins 2009).  
The research indicates that there is a need for improved training for 
general education teachers, special education teachers within credentialing 
programs. The training should be in the areas of collaboration, classroom 
strategies and interventions, types of disabilities,  and special education law.  
These trainings should occur over multiple sessions and should be implemented 
annual to ensure that teachers can meet the needs of their students with special 
needs.  There should also be an ongoing feedback between general education 
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teachers and special education teachers as the program is being implemented 
(Gavish, 2017, pg. 45).  
Professional development was found to be a better predictor of teachers’ 
improved perceptions of their ability to adapt instruction for students with IEPs 
than years of experience teaching such students (Kosko & Wilkins 2009). Roll-
Pettersson (2008) found similar results when examining teacher beliefs about 
students with dyslexia or mild mental retardation. Her study found a positive 
correlation between Personal Teacher Efficacy Scales and the number of credits 
in special education courses they took in post-graduated programs (Roll-
Pettersson, 2008). The study utilized a small sample of teachers (n=175), 
however, the surveys that were utilized were developed from previous research 
and results deemed them to be reliable. There needs to be a systematic process 
to successfully implement inclusion in the school setting. General and special 
education teachers need to be trained about the importance of inclusion and 
work together to develop ways it can be successfully implemented. (Gavish, 
2017). 
If educators don’t believe they are well trained in teaching students with  
special needs students, they will not have confidence in themselves or in the 
confidence to teach their students they are required to teach. Educators have 
varying degrees of experience, with some educators being veteran teachers and 
other being probationary or teachers in training.  This experience is not 
discounted in the research; it is however, used to demonstrate that experience 
34 
 
alone does not assist in helping teachers to acquire the skills they need to work 
with students with (Kosko & Wilkins 2009). 
Perspectives of Educators about Inclusion 
McLeskey, et al., 2001, conducted a study regarding the perspective of 
educators towards inclusion.  Although, the researchers did not specify the type 
of teacher who participated in the study, the study results stated that teachers 
who had experience working in a inclusion program were more supportive of 
inclusion that those teachers who did not participate in an inclusion program.  
Non-inclusion teachers also perceived that their school was not ready for 
inclusion and lacked the need resources for a successful program. Teachers 
from the inclusive program saw less resistance and supported collaboration 
between general educators and special education teachers.  Their perceptions 
were also more positive about the benefits of inclusion for all students.  
There are several positions within a school setting that play an 
instrumental role in the implementation of an inclusion program for students with 
mild to moderate disabilities such as general education teachers, education 
specialists, services providers, and administrators. Educators’ perspectives 
correlated with the academic success of a student (Avramidis, et al., 2000). 
“Studies suggest that attitudes towards integration were strongly influenced by 
the nature of the disabilities and/or educational problems being presented and, to 
a lesser extent, by the professional background of the respondents” (Avramidis, 
et al., 2000, pg. 278). Additional research indicated that general education 
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teachers had not developed sufficient empathy nor appear accepting of students 
with special needs, which leads to students being excluded from the general 
education setting. There was an association between the perspectives of general 
education teachers and their attitudes regarding inclusion.  Positive perceptions 
equaled positive attitudes (Avramidis, et al. 2000).  Further research is needed to 
compare teachers with diverse teaching experiences and the practices needed to 
successfully implement an inclusion program. 
To assist educators in meeting the needs of our nation’s diverse student 
population, a guide should be designed in order to, provide the tools, to support 
teachers (Isernhagen, 2014). If teachers believed they had the tools to assist all 
students in making academic growth, their perceptions about students with mild 
to moderate disabilities would be positive towards inclusion. Avramidis and 
Norwich’s (2002) research found that if teachers obtain training to assist them in 
mastering the skills they feel are needed to implement inclusion, they will be 
more committed and more likely to apply effective interventions as their expertise 
expands. 
A comment that is sometimes made and reflects the perspective 
educators have about students with special needs in that these students have 
difficulty making as much academic growth as their typically developing peers 
(Szumski, et al., 2017).  General educators often express concern about students 
with disabilities being included in their classrooms due to the view that the 
practice of inclusion is forced upon them (Buell, et al., 1999). It was also noted, in 
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this 1999 study, that the needs and supports for both general educators and 
special education service providers should be assessed so that concerns can be 
addressed implementing an inclusion program.  
  Special Education services models are continuing to evolve without 
inclusion of general education teachers.  General education teachers have not 
always been included in efforts to promote an inclusion model, as a result they 
have not embraced the process (Buell, et al., 1999). This can lead to negative 
perceptions about the inclusion of students with disabilities in the general 
education setting (Buell, et all, 1999). 
Positive perspectives among special education teachers also appear to be 
necessary for the success of an inclusion program.  Special education teachers 
are in a unique position to shape schoolwide attitudes toward inclusion (Cook, 
Semmel, & Gerber 1999). Special education teachers often pull students with 
disabilities out of the general education classroom to provide supports and 
services (Causton & Theoharis, 2014). These special education teachers may 
spend a part of their day pushing in to the general education classroom to 
support students with disabilities (Causton & Theoharis, 2014). Furthermore, 
Causton and Theoharis (2014) indicated that when special education teachers 
“push-in” to classrooms, their role is often diminished to that of a teaching 
assistant. However, special education teachers are significantly involved in 
providing guidance and support to general education teachers and other 
providers about inclusion, specifically through collaboration and consultation 
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(Cook, Semmel, & Gerber, 1999). Special Education teachers are considered the 
experts in the area of inclusion and inclusion is successful when teachers are 
well versed in differentiated instruction and behavior management (Dev & 
Haynes, 2014). This is training that special education teachers have been taught 
in their college level courses (Dev & Haynes, 2014). 
Research results also indicate that special education teachers “are 
relatively unconvinced of the efficacy of inclusion” (Cook, Semmel, & Gerber, p. 
204, 1999). The authors suggested that measures should be taken to ensure the 
support of special education teachers and other service providers, prior to 
implementing inclusion models (1999). Attitudes about self-efficacy appeared to 
be a significant factor in special education teachers’ attitude about inclusion (Dev 
& Haynes, 2014). Their self-efficacy appears to be impacted by their special 
education background (Dev & Haynes, 2014). It is extremely important that 
general education and special education educators collaborate to develop non-
traditional programs to make sure that students learn content through evidence-
based practice (Kennedy & Ihle, 2012). 
Perspectives of other special education service providers play a role in the 
inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education classroom. IDEA 
defines “Related Services” as encompassing support services that are needed 
for students with disabilities to benefit from special education (Tracy-Bronson, et 
all, 2019 & IDEA, Section 300.24 (a)).  Professional disciplines that are covered 
in the federal law include; speech pathologists, occupational therapists, school 
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psychologists, etc. (IDEA, Section 300.24 (a)).Individuals who are trained can 
assist students with disabilities so that they benefit from special education and 
are able to access their general education curriculum.  
Gallagher et al. (2018), noted a shift in the role of speech language 
pathologists in ensuring that the students with communications disorders can 
communicate, fully, in their academic environment. When speech pathologists 
and teachers work together, as equal partners, planning and evaluating students, 
it will uphold the students right to communication increases thus providing an 
inclusive education (Gallagher, et al., 2018). Tracy-Bronson, et al., (2019) found 
that participants (occupational therapists, physical therapists, and speech 
language pathologists) revealed that collaborating with teachers, in inclusive 
settings, allowed for teachers to develop capacity in supporting students with 
varying needs.  
School Psychologists are the individuals who determine a child’s eligibility 
for special education (Farrell, 2004). They play a central role in assisting IEP 
teams in developing educational programs that will assist the student’s learning 
(Farrell, 2004). The school psychologist can engage in practices that either 
support the continued segregation for students with disabilities or recommend the 
student participate in inclusive programs (Farrell, 2004). There is anecdotal 
evidence, which indicates that the attitude of the school psychologist can impact 
the outcome of a student’s psycho-educational assessment and placement 
(Farrell, 2004; Solis et al., 2012).  The school psychologist is the team member 
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that leads the IEP discussion regarding the placement of students with 
disabilities (Solis et al., 2012). The more well versed a school psychologist is the 
team member that leads IEP discussion regarding the placement of students with 
disabilities (Solis et al., 2012). The more well versed a school psychologist is in 
the inclusion practices and accommodations the more likely she is to recommend 
inclusion (Farrell, 2004). When school psychologists and district administrators 
work together, they may be able to develop policies and procedures that promote 
inclusion and impact the education of all students (Farrell, 2004).  Solis’s (2012) 
research findings also suggests that school psychologists and special education 
teachers should work together to determine their roles in developing curriculum 
changes and implementation of inclusion in the general education classroom. 
Students with mild to moderate disabilities receive multiple services 
targeting areas of deficit.  When these services are performed within the 
classroom setting, their skills are generalized to a greater degree due to the 
student’s ability to access materials used throughout their school day. 
Occupational Therapists have reported that when they provide services in 
an inclusive setting, classroom content, curriculum and instruction is the 
backdrop that allow students to generalize, skills being taught, within the natural 
setting (Tracy-Bronson, et al., 2019). In another study it was also determined that 
occupational therapists that provide services in the classroom setting are able to 
see the importance of an inclusive education. This method of providing service 
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promotes collaborations between Occupational Therapist and the classroom 
teacher.  
Support and understanding of the inclusion programs by site principals 
can also impact the success of an inclusion program. If site principals have an 
understanding of inclusion programs, and are able to explain the program to 
parents, community members, and other school staff, they will demonstrate their 
support for the inclusion program. It is the site principal who leads the charge 
when implementing inclusion programs.  To do this, site principals need to 
understand the IEP process, legal guidelines, and methods for increasing a 
student’s access to the general education setting such as accommodations and 
modifications to curriculum (Causton & Theroharis, 2014).  The site principals’ 
attitudes toward inclusion represent a particularly powerful influence on 
schoolwide policy and practices (Cook, Semmel, & Gerber 1999). They need to 
innovative and creative in designing programs of instruction, which allow for the 
inclusion of students with disabilities into general education classroom (Causton 
& Theroharis, 2014). Students with mild to moderate disabilities who are included 
into the general education setting have higher levels of achievement when 
compared to students who are in self-contained classrooms (Salend et al., 1999). 
If a leader can successfully implement a process for the inclusion of students 
with disabilities into the general education setting, it will allow students with 
disabilities to reach their social and academic potential through a collective and 
collaborative ethos (Theroharis & Causton, 2014).  
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Reactions to the inclusive movement have varied, often polarizing 
teachers and administrators (Rea, et al., 2002). The attitudes of the stakeholders 
may have a direct relationship to the success of an inclusion program. Teachers’ 
beliefs and attitudes are critical in the success of inclusive practices (Shady, et 
al., 2013). A teacher’s level of acceptance of inclusion is likely to affect their 
commitment to its implementation (Shady, et al., 2013). It is the role of school 
leadership to ensure that students be included into the general education setting 
is equitable, so that all students benefit from inclusion (Cuaston & Theoharis, 
2014). 
Service providers have identified three factors that are needed for 
inclusion to be successful for students with disabilities: teacher pre-service 
training regarding inclusion; teacher attitude change toward inclusion; and, 
administrative support for collaboration between special and general educators to 
increase access to instruction for the whole class” (Dev & Haynes, p. 59, 2015).  
A participant of a study stated that the basic philosophy of inclusive schooling “is 
part of human potential and inclusion regardless of any diagnosis or testing 
results (Gallagher, et al., p. 152, 2018).   
Mackey and McQueen (1998) explored the philosophy of “integrated 
therapy” in an inclusion classroom. Integrated therapy allows service providers 
from different disciplines to work together and share their expertise so that 
students can benefit in a meaningful way to their therapy by providing it 
throughout their school day (Mackey & McQueen, 1998).  This would also 
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increase generalization of their skills learned, from each provider, into the daily 
routines of school and home (Mackey & McQueen, 1998). 
Summary 
As indicated in this chapter, students with disabilities experience various 
levels of inclusion into the general education setting.  Programs of inclusion, if 
implemented properly can increase a student with disabilities achievement 
(Sakiz, 2017). School leaders play a pivotal role in guiding teachers and 
providers the developing IEPs that increase access to general education 
(Causton & Theoharis, 2014). Teachers and educators do require specific 
training in order to help thiem gain an understanding of how to accommodate 
students with mild to moderate disabilities (Causton & Theoharis, 2014).  
When a student with disabilities is included in the general education 
classroom, there are multiple benefits for both the student and general education 
peers (Causton & Tracy-Bronson, 2015).  The initial service model for students 
with disabilities was exclusion from any type of general education.   
In 1893 the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court ruled that a child who 
was weak in mind could not benefit from instruction. The Court further ruled that 
students with disabilities impacted the learning of other children and could not 
take care of themselves, consequently they could be expelled from public school 
(Yell, Rogers, and Lodge Rogers, 1998). In 1975 the Education for All 
Handicapped Children Act was passed that provided students with the legal 
protection to attend public school (Cuaston & Tracy-Bronson, 2015). However, 
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the experience of many students who have met eligibility for special education 
services find it difficult to be exited from special education. Special education 
does not always lead to more effective instruction and interventions, but may 
become a dead end for students. Friziellie, (2016) and Kauffman, (1999) 
discussed the unrealistic expectations of special education programs and 
suggested that it can never be successful because it is difficult for students to 
catch up with general education peers due to their exclusion form the general 
education setting. Kauffman goes on to ask the question: 
“If we are unable to achieve the goal of helping students with 
disabilities learn academic skills within a standard deviation or so of 
the normal population mean, then why not turn our efforts to things 
more easily accomplished: placing children in neighborhood 
schools and general education classes and telling their teachers to 
collaborate? (p. 247,1999)” 
  
  Studies showed that the inclusion can have an overall positive impact on 
students with and without disabilities (Szumsk, et al. 2017, Salend, et al., 1999).  
There have been indications that attendance and academic performance have 
improved, resulting in more positive perception of school climate (Sakiz, 2017). It 
also appears that the more contact regular education students have with peers 
who have special education needs, the more positive their attitude is to 
collaborate on school activities (Schwab, et al., 2018). Although further research 
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is needed, there appears to be positive perceptions associated with inclusion, at 
a secondary level (Schwab, 2018). 
 Training for teachers and special education teachers appeared to impact 
their perspective about inclusion.  The more training provided, the more positive 
attitude towards inclusion (Avramidis & Kalyva, 2007).  There needs to be more 
practical inclusion training for teachers in order to increase inclusion practices 
(Kosko & Wilkins, 2009). Kosko and Wilkins (2009) also found that professional 
development was a predictor of teachers’ perceptions regarding their ability to 
teach in an inclusive environment.  
The perspectives of educators play an important role in the academic 
success of students and are strongly influence whether students with disabilities 
will be included into general education (Avramidis, et al., 2000). Educators within 
a school setting play an instrumental role in the implementation of an inclusion 
program. Avaramidis, et al., 2000 also report that positive perceptions equaled 
positive attitudes.  There is limited research in the perspectives of educators 
about the inclusion of students with mild to moderate disabilities.  
 The next chapter will describe the research design and methodology 
utilized in the study of educators perspectives of the inclusion of students with 
mild to moderate disabilities in the general education setting.  The study will 
determine if there is a significant difference in perspectives of general education 
teachers, special education providers, and administrators.  A survey design will 
be implemented to obtain data from educators in a school district located in the 
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San Gabriel Valley.  A statistical analysis of independent and dependent 
variables will be utilized to examine the relationship between an educators’ 
position, years of experience, experience working with students with mild to 




RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
 
As stated in chapter one, this study seeks to determine if differences exist 
among eductors regarding their perspectives toward the inclusion of students 
with mild to moderate disabilities. The perspectives about inclusion of mild to 
moderate special education students among general education teachers, special 
education providers, and administrators will be measured. 
Chapter three will include the research question, hypothesis, and 
methodology for conducting the study.  It will further provide specifics of the 
design that includes the setting, demographics of educators, procedures of data 
collections, validity, and finally the researcher’s positionality will be stated. 
James McLeskey, et al.’s 2001 study, Perspectives of Teachers Toward 
Inclusive School Programs compared perspectives of teachers about inclusive 
school programs. The authors compared data of 162 surveyed teachers, from six 
different schools.  Seventy-eight of the teachers participated inclusive programs, 
while eighty-four participated in non-inclusive programs. Three of the six schools 
were within their first year of implementing an inclusion program and three other 
schools did not have an inclusion program. The study did not delineate they type 
of teacher that participated in the study. The findings of this study indicated that 
teachers with experience, participating in inclusion programs, has significantly 
more positive perspectives regarding inclusion than the teachers who had not 
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participated in inclusion programs. 
This researcher inquired as to why Dr. McLeskey and his fellow researchers 
chose to study perspectives of teachers about inclusive school programs instead 
of the attitudes of teachers. He stated the following: 
“We were more interested in what teachers believed 
(thus their perspectives), rather than a more general 
“attitude” toward inclusion and inclusive practices”. 
“Research indicated that beliefs tended to change after 
experience with inclusion, and others have found this 
generalizable”. J. McLeskey (personal communication, 
April 30, 2020). 
 
 The current study expanded on the study by McLeskey et al. (2001) by 
comparing perspectives of special education providers, general educators, and 
administrators about inclusion programs.  The sample size is larger and surveyed 
employees throughout the school district and that are employed within general 
education and special education programs. The previous study focused on 
inclusive and non-inclusive program teachers and was not specific about the type 
of teacher participated in the study (McLeskey, et al., 2001). 
Purpose Statement 
The purpose of this study was to examine the perspectives of general 
education teachers, special education providers, and administrators (principals, 
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district level administrators) regarding the inclusion of students with mild to 
moderate disabilities in the general education classrooms. 
Research Question and Hypothesis 
The study was designed to answer the following research question: Is there 
a significant difference in perspectives among general educators, special 
education providers and administrators regarding inclusion of a student with mild 
to moderate disabilities? 
The null hypothesis stated that there was no significant difference between 
the perspectives of general educators, special education providers, and 
administrators regarding the inclusion of students with mild to moderate 
disabilities. The alternative hypothesis stated that there is a significant difference 
between the perspectives of general educators, special education providers, and 
administrators regarding the inclusion of students with mild to moderate 
disabilities. The two hypotheses are provided below: 
𝐻0: 𝜇𝐺𝑒𝑛.  𝐸𝑑. = 𝜇𝑆𝑝.  𝐸𝑑. = 𝜇𝐴𝑑𝑚𝑖𝑛. 
Not all means are equal. 
Research Design 
This study utilized a survey design. A survey was used to gather data on 
the educators’ perspectives about the inclusion of students with disabilities in the 
general education classroom. The independent variable was the position of the 
individuals completing the survey i.e., General Educator, Special Educator, or 
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Administrator. The dependent variable was the respondents’ perspectives with 
regards to students with mild to moderate disabilities participating in general 
education classrooms (i.e., inclusion). 
The mean ratings of respondents, on the ISP Survey items who are 
currently employed in positions in special education, general education, and 
administrators, will be compared. SPSS (version 26) software was utilized to 
analyze the data obtained.  
Research Setting 
The data were collected at a school district located in the San Gabriel 
Valley of Southern California. The school district served students from preschool 
through the age of twenty-two in general education, special education, and adult 
education programs. The general education, adult education program were not 
be included in the study due to special education services not being provided in 
the program. The special education programs included mild to moderate and 
moderate to severe programs. 
Research Sample 
The sampled school district had declining enrollment. In the 2014-15 
school year, enrollment was 14,300. Enrollment of the school district for the 
2018-19 school year was 12,500. Demographics of student population and 
education levels of educators were obtained in the LCAP, 2019 report for the 
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participating school district. Table 3.1 provides information on the demographics 
of the sampled students. 
 
 
Table 3.1. Demographics of School District Population 
 
     District 
English Learners    22.0% 
Foster Youth    0.9% 
Homeless Youth    15.9% 
Migrant Education    0.2% 
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged    97.5% 
Students with Disabilities    15.4% 
 
The district’s student population was comprised of 91% Hispanic, 5.9% 
Asian, 1.7% Filipino, 0.6% White, 0.5% African American, 0.1% Pacific Islander, 
and 0.1% American Indian (Table 3.2) students.  The 2019 Cohort graduation 
rate for all high school students was 94.1%.  The graduation rate was 83.9% for 
students with disabilities. 
 
Table 3.2. Demographics (race) of School District Population 
 
      District 
African American/Black    0.1% 
American Indian    0.1% 
Asian    1.7% 
Filipino    0.6% 
Hispanic or Latin    91% 
Pacific Islander    0.1% 
White    0.5% 
  
 
The teachers’ average years of experience was nine. The district’s 
teachers’ average years of employment was seven. The educational level of 
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educators ranged from Associate Degrees to Doctorates (Table 3.3).  In the 
2018-2019 school year, the California Department of Education indicated five 
educators have earned an Associate’s Degree, 300 earned a Bachelor’s Degree 
or 30 units above the Bachelor’s degree, 230 have earned a Master’s Degree or 
15 units above the Master’s Degree, and five have earned doctorates. 
 
Table 3.3 Educational Level of Educators Employed in the School District  
 
Degree  # 
Associates Degree  5 
Baccalaureate or Baccalaureate, plus 30  300 
Master’s Degree or Master’s Degree, plus 15  230 
Doctorate  5 
 
There were 2,300 students (i.e.,18.4%) in special education enrolled in the 
district. The continuum of services, provided within the district, included mild to 
moderate, general education placement with specialized academic instruction 
provided as a pull-out and special day class services. Special Day Class services 
were also provided for student designated with moderate to severe disabilities. 
The secondary schools were in the process of implementing a co-teaching 
program in the 7th through 12th grades in the core subjects of Math, English, 
Science, and Social Science classes. In addition, the sample school district, 
under to provision of special education, provided the following related services; 
Language and Speech, Occupational Therapy, Physical Therapy, Mental Health, 
Counseling, Adaptive Physical Education, Visual Impairment, Deaf and Hard of 
Hearing and Orthopedically Impaired services.  
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The survey distribution originated at the school district and was first sent 
to site principals. It was then forwarded to the 810 educators via email. The 
sample included 157 special education service providers, 610 general education 
teaching staff, and 66 administrators. Appendix C indicates the specific positions 
of each of the three categories. 
Instrumentation 
The Inclusive School Program (ISP) Survey (McLeskey, et al., 2001) was 
used in this study . The researcher for this study obtained permission from Dr. 
James McLeskey to use the original, 30-item, survey, developed by McLeskey et 
al., 2001. Two items, i.e., #19 and #28 were added to the original set of 30 items. 
Each of the 32 items on the Likert-type scale items included the five rating 
options of strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, and strongly disagree 
(Babbie, 1990). This survey included ten demographic questions regarding the 
(a) areas of current position, (b) credential held, (c) years of experience working 
in education, (d) current work setting, (e) educational level, (f) ethnicity/race, (g) 
experience in working with students with mild to moderate disabilities, and (h) 
gender. (see Appendix B)   
Data Collection 
The data collection process was based on a Likert-type survey with 32 
items that was emailed to a convenience sample of teachers (general and special 
education) and administrators. The survey was emailed, by this researcher, to site 
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administrators and then it was shared with their certificated, licensed, and 
credentialed educators requesting respondents to participate in the study by 
completing an online or paper survey. An email that includes the link to the online 
survey and a letter of consent was sent to the prospective participants. Qualtrics    
was used for the online survey. Participants had the option of printing the survey 
to complete and to then return it by mail or dropped it off at the district office, in a 
secure location to protect their anonymity. The information from the survey was 
collected toward the end of the last semester of the school year (2019-20).  
Data Analysis 
The Qualtrics data collected from respondents were transferred to a 
Microsoft Excel document and then into WINSTEPS (Linacre, 2009) software to 
analyze ordinal data with the Rasch Model. 
Winsteps first transformed the ordinal rating scale data to interval scale 
data (Winsteps, 2020). Descriptive statistics of mean, standard deviation, 
standard errors of measurement, model fit statistic and reliability coefficients 
were obtained with Winsteps. A Variable map was used to provide a visual 
representation of the interval scale measures for the educator’s perspectives and 
item difficulties.  
The Rasch measurement model will be used to convert raw scores that 
are ordinal in nature to logit measures that are interval scale measurements. The 
Rasch measures indicate the probability of an individual endorsing each item in 
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the survey instrument (Bond & Fox, 2015). Fit statistics (i.e., Infit mean squares 
and Outfit mean squares) indicate the degree to which responses fit the 
expectations of the Rasch model, utilizing the outfit mean squares (Bond & Fox, 
2015).  
A one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine if there 
was a statistical difference among the three average measures for the three 
groups of educators. The F-ratio in an ANOVA is the ratio of the variance 
between groups to the variance within groups.  The F-ratio determines if there is 
overall differences between groups, but does not identify which groups means 
are statistically significantly different (Salkind, 2017).  
The Tukey’s post hoc tests were used to compare and identify statistically 
significant differences between pairs of uneven sample sized groups (Field, 
2013). 
Cohen’s d effect sizes were computed for each pair of means to describe 
how large the mean differences were in terms of the standard deviations. 
Additionally, the effect size of eta-squares were computed. The eta-squared (𝜂2)  
equals the ratio of the between-groups sum of squares divided by the total sum 
of squares. It will be able to obtain the relative position of one group to another. 
The closer to zero 𝜂2 is, the more similar the groups are (Salkind, 2017). 
Validity and Trustworthiness 
This researcher made significant efforts to ensure that the ISP Survey met 
the standard benchmarks of good surveys.  An example of these standards was 
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that the original survey was examined to ensure that items were kept as short as 
possible and double-barreled questions were avoided. “To avoid bias, both 
positive and negative wording was used for ISP Survey items, and the sequence 
of items was randomly determined” (McLeskey, et al. pg. 111, 2001). Persons 
were emailed a paper version of the survey and were provided with the option of 
taking the survey online. The online survey appeared engaging to the respondent 
and provided encouragement to complete the process. Additionally, demographic 
questions appeared at the end, and there were no overlapping categories.  
Krosnick and Presser (2010) referred to these efforts as optimizing and satisfying 
behaviors.  In other words, the survey was well written, well designed, and 
presented in such a way that respondents would take it seriously and be more 
willing to engage with it. 
McLeskey, et al. (2001) determined reliability of the ISP survey by utilizing 
split-half reliability and Cronbach’s alpha (Salkind, 2017). The authors’ reported a 
mean split-half reliability coefficient of .939 and a the Cronbach’s alpha reliability 
coefficient of .937. Factor analysis was not used to establish construct validity, 
rather, a pilot study and expert consensus were used to determine content 
validity.  
 Lastly, this researcher had the survey, with the two added questions, 
reviewed by two Special Education Local Plan Area (SELPA) Directors, an 
Assistant SELPA Director, and a former Special Education Director, to obtain 
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their professional judgement of the survey’s content validity.  All four reported 
that the survey was appropriate for this study. 
Positionality of the Researcher 
Several roles I have in my life that impacted my choice of topic.  This 
researcher has been employed in the education field for over twenty years.  This 
researcher began tenure as an elementary school counselor, then a school 
psychologist, followed by my current position as a program administrator of 
special education. First and foremost, however, I am a mother of three children 
with disabilities.  One of my children requires special education services to be 
included in a general education classroom. 
As a mother, of a child with an IEP, I am very sensitive to the perspectives 
about a child’s potential.  My child has had educators who have had low 
expectations of him, solely on the basis of his medical diagnosis and his need for 
an IEP.  His father and I have had to educate the adults about our son’s abilities 
and the high expectations we have for him.  I have also witnessed these same 
perspectives in my work within the education field.  I have learned to be aware of 
my bias feelings, that can occur when I observe the negative perspectives about 
children.  I have taken negative comments very personally, because I did not 
want someone talking about my child in the same way. I may have perceived a 
comment as negative, even though there may have been good intentions, just 
worded incorrectly.  I tried to focus on the positive abilities of a child and convey 
these attitudes to adults making the negative comments.  There was continuous 
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self-evaluation when interpreting data to make sure my personal bias did not 
skew my interpretation of the data or appear negative when discussing the 
responses of participants.  This researcher believed there is a difference in the 
educator’s perspectives about inclusion of student’s with mild to moderate 
disabilities participating in a general education setting.  Special Education 
providers, appeared to have a more positive perspective about inclusion than 
general educators and administrators.  I focused on the intention of the study to 
determine if there was a difference in the perspectives of the participants about 
students with mild to moderate disabilities. This allowed me to be able to 
determine types of professional development that may be needed to support the 
educators and students in the school district that participated in the study.  
My twenty years of public education experience allowed me to work with 
many teachers, special education service providers, classified staff, and 
administrators.  I felt, and was told, that I was well liked and respected by many 
of my colleagues.  This recognition allowed me to anticipate high completion 
rates of the survey.  It is also was an area of concern, because I was perceived 
as a supervisor to many of the educators that I requested to be participants.  I 
evaluated several staff and held a position of authority over other special 
education service providers. Participants may have been concerned that they 
should have answered the questions the way I thought they should answer so 
that their evaluations were not affected or to make me “look good”.  I decreased 




This chapter described the research methods of the study to compare the 
perspectives of general education teachers, special education providers, and 
administrators. The goal was to determine if there were statistically differences in 
the educators’ perspectives regarding the inclusion of students with mild to 
moderate disabilities.  
A survey design was utilized to collect data from a school district located 
in the San Gabriel Valley of southern California. The sample included special 
education services providers, general education certificated staff, and 
administrators. 
The Inclusive School Program (ISP) Survey was based on survey utilized 
in a study completed by McLeskey, et al (2001). It included 32 items that 
provided respondents with five-choice Likert-Style questions (Babbie, 1990) 
along with ten demographic items.  The study included one independent 
variables i.e., type of educator and one dependent variable i.e., teachers’ 
perspectives about inclusion. 
The researcher made significant efforts to ensure the ISP Survey met the 
standard benchmarks of a good survey to avoid bias. It was distributed and 
presented in such a way that participants would be more willing to engage, in 
responding to the items. The anonymity of respondents was insured. 
The next chapter will discuss the results of the study by providing 







This survey design, non-experimental quantitative study was to determine if 
a significant difference exists between the perspectives of general educators, 
special education providers, and administrators regarding the inclusion of 
students with mild to moderate disabilities in the general education classroom. 
The results of the study along with the description of the sample and the process 
utilized to analyze the data are provided in this chapter.  
The survey data for each item and person who took the survey were 
organized in Microsoft Excel and then uploaded to WinSteps (Linarcre, 2020) to 
transform the ordinal survey data into interval scale Rasch measures. The 
WinSteps software was able to complete the Rasch analysis of the data and 
provided visual information in the form of a Variable map and provided 
descriptive statistics including model fit (i.e., infit/outfit) information.  The 
transformed survey data were analyzed using descriptive statistics to compare 
the means of three groups in the study.  Mean comparisons of the dependent 
variable, i.e. general educators’, special education service providers’ and 
administrators’ perspectives toward inclusion, were completed utilizing a one-way 
ANOVA and Tukey’s post hoc procedures to determine if statistical significant 




The researcher requested that a district official email access to the survey. 
The participants (i.e.,  general educators, special education service providers, 
and administrators) had the option of completing a paper survey or an online 
survey. The email included a printable attachment of the survey and a link to the 
survey. There were 841 employees that had the option of participating in the 
study. Appendix C provides information regarding the positions that are included 
in each group of the sample. Of the 841 district employees within the sampling 
frame163 completed the survey and submitted useable data. There were 25 
(15.3%) administrators, 56 (34.4%) general educators, and 82 (50.3%) special 
education services providers (See table 4.1).
 
Table 4.1 Participant Demographics 
  
Positions   Frequency Percent 
Administrator  25 15.3 
General Educator  56 34.4 
Special Education Service Provider 82 50.3 
 
Results of the Study 
WinSteps enabled the transformation of ordinal scale data to logit 
measures that are on an interval scale.  The theoretical logit scale ranges 
between negative infinity to positive infinity.  To avoid the use of negative 
numbers a further transformation was made.  The measures were set to range 
between 70 units and 120 units. Each transformed logit unit equals 9.51 units on 
this new interval scale with the mean difficulty at 94.99 units. A variable map or 
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Wright map (Figure 1.0) was generated to provide a visual representation of the 
relationship between the difficulty of each survey items and the educators who 
responded (Bond & Fox, 2015). The item labels are identified on the right side of 
the vertical line (the scale) and the educator’s measures are identified on the left. 
Each “#” mark on the left side of the vertical line equals three educators. The 
more difficult items appear toward the top of the map and decreases in difficulty 
to the less difficult items toward the bottom.  The range of items difficulties fell 
between 72 and 110 units while the range of the educators’ strength of 
endorsement to the items ranged between 70 and 120 units.  
 An analysis of the variable map (Figure 1.0) indicated that item difficulty 
and the endorsement strength of the educators were in the same average range.  
53.37% of the educators endorsements fell within one standard deviation above 
the mean and 6.14% fell between one and two standard deviations above the 
mean. 19.63% of the educators endorsements fell within one standard deviation 
below the mean and 9.81% fell between one and two standard deviations below 
the mean. 45.16% percent of the items fell within one standard deviation above 
the mean and 16.13% percent fell between one and two standard deviations 
above the mean. Finally, 19.35% percent of the items fell within one standard 
deviation below the mean and 16.13% percent fell between one and two 
standard deviations below the mean. There was no evidence to reject the 
assumption of normality of the distribution of the educators’ endorsements and 




Figure 1.0. A Variable Map of 163 Educators and 31 Items. 
 
 
The map showed that item 9 (i.e., ‘Students with mild to moderate 
disabilities need more attention and assistance than general education students’) 
was located at the upper end of the map and was the most difficult item to 
endorse.  On the other hand, Item 26 (i.e., ‘Special education and general 
education teachers should collaborate on all students with mild to moderate 
disabilities who are placed in a general education classroom’) appeared to be the 
least difficult for all educators surveyed. 
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The item difficulties appeared appropriately targeted to the educators’ who 
responded to them. Such item to person targeting facilitated more accurate 
measures from the educators. Items that were well targeted to persons taking the 
survey were at the same level in the map or very close to the measured strength 
of their perspectives. When persons and items are separated the error in the 
measurement of the persons increases.  
The exceptions were at the lower and upper ends of the scale. There was 
a sizeable gap between the location of item 26 and item 01 at the lower end of 
the scale. Similarly, with item 9 being the most difficult item and educators 
demonstrating higher measures, it would be appropriate to include one or more 
items to target individuals at the upper ends of the scale.   
In addition to producing the variable map, Winsteps was used to obtain 
summary statistics for the educators’ endorsements of the items and item 
difficulties. Table 4.2 displays the summary statistics for the educators.  The 
mean scale value of the educators’ strength of endorsement was 98.39 units with 
a standard deviation of 6.42 units.  The range of 50 units (i.e. 120.23 - 69.24) 
allowed for a spread of more than seven standard deviations. 
The fit of the data to the Rasch model was examined against the fit 
statistics of the mean-square deviation (MNSQ).  The mean in-fit and out-fit 
statistics were both 1.02 and close to the expected value of 1.0. This indicated 
that the data fit the Rasch model.  There was predictability and variability in the 
data that one would expect with the Rasch Model (Bond & Fox, 2015). 
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Table 4.2 Summary of Statistics 163 Measured Educators 
 
  Raw Mode Measure  MNSQ 
  Score Count (Rasch) Infit Outfit 
Mean 102.1 30.9 98.39 1.02 1.02 
S.D. 14.1 0.3 6.42 0.44 0.41 
Maximum 140.0 31.0 120.23 2.51 2.4 
Minimum 44.0 31.0 69.24 0.38 0.38 
RMSE (Real) 2.26    
Separation Index 2.65    
Educator Reliability 0.88   
 
Table 4.3 provides the summary statistics for the 31 items.  The mean 
scale value for these items was 94.99 units and the standard deviation was 7.27.  
The maximum logit value was 110.35 and the minimum 73.60. 
 
Table 4.3 Summary of Statistics 31 Measured Items 
 
  Raw Mode Measure  MNSQ 
  Score Count (Rasch) Infit Outfit 
Mean 536.8 162.7 94.99 1.02 1.02 
S.D. 84.62 0.5 7.27 0.3 0.33 
Maximum 737 163 110.35 1.88 2.1 
Minimum 342 161 73.6 0.56 0.55 
RMSE (Real) 0.95    
Separation Index 7.55    
Item Reliability 0.98    
 
 
The unidimensionality of items was examined with principal component 
analyses of the data.  The results of the analysis (Table 4.4) indicated that the 
total variance in the data was comprised of the explained variance (31.0%) and 
(69.0%) unexplained variance. This relatively low percentage of explained 
variance being below the recommend value of 50% indicated that the data may 
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not be unidimensional i.e., that the instrument included more than one underlying 
construct that was being measured. The first contrast of the unexplained 
variance was above three eigenvalues, which indicated that further evaluation 
was needed to determine what was influencing the low variance (Bond & Fox, 
2015). 
 
Table 4.4 Item Dimensionality of 163 Educators and 31 Items 
   
    Empirical Modeled 
         % % 
Total raw variance in observations  51.8 
100.0
% 100.0% 
Raw variance explained by measures  20.8 40.1% 39.0% 
Raw variance explained by educators  5.7 11.1% 10.8% 
Raw variance explained by items  15.0 29.1% 28.2% 
Raw unexplained variance (total)   31.0 59.9% 61.0% 
 Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 3.3 6.30%  
  Unexplained variance in 2nd contrast 2.5 4.90%   
Note: Tables of Standardized Residual Variance (in Eigenvalue Units)  
 
A 0.40 cutoff was utilized for meaningful factor loading (Bond & Fox, 2015) 
to analyze the first residual factor (Table 4.5). The analysis determined that 
[responses to questions 22, 24, and 25 share some variance in common, 
possibly due to a common theme. These items were specific to the behavior or 
negative impact students with mild to moderate disabilities may have in a general 
education classroom.  Question 29 referred to participation of students with mild 
to moderate disability in general education, i.e, inclusion, as a basic right. The 
second contrast of unexplained variance was below three eigenvalues 
suggesting that there was no further analysis needed. 
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Table 4.5 Unexplained Item Variance in 1st Contrast 
 
Item # Loading      
29 0.59    
22 0.55    
24 0.48    
25 0.45      
 
 
The interval scale measures of each of the educator, obtained WinStep 
was then used in SPSS to continue to examine the means across the different 
groups. (Appendix D). 
The null hypothesis stated that there no statistically significant difference 
among the mean perspectives measures of the general educators, special 
education providers, and administrators regarding the inclusion of students with 
mild to moderate disabilities. The alternative hypothesis stated that there was a 
statistical significant difference among the mean perspectives of general 
educators, special education providers, and administrators regarding the 
inclusion of students with mild to moderate disabilities. 
𝐻0: 𝜇𝑆𝑝.𝐸𝑑. = 𝜇𝐴𝑑𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑟 = 𝜇𝐺𝑒𝑛.𝐸𝑑 
𝐻1: 𝑁𝑜𝑡 𝑎𝑙𝑙 𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝑠 𝑎𝑟𝑒 𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑎𝑙 
Table 4.6 presents the means for each of the groups analyzed in the 
study. Administrators mean of 101.11units was higher than the means of both 
special education service providers (99.21units) and general educators (95.05 
units).  Table 4.7 and 4.8 further analyzed the data to determine which group 




Table 4.6 Descriptive Statistics for Each Educator Group (in transformed logit units*) 
Educators N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Std. Error 
95% Confidence 




Bound   
Gen. Ed. 56 96.02 6.983 .9332 94.152 97.892 69.24 116.35 
Admin. 25 101.11 5.861 1.1722 98.692 103.531 89.34 111.97 
So\p. Ed. 82 99.19 5.728 .6325 97.928 100.446 84.70 120.23 
Total 163 98.39 6.439 .5043 97.399 99.391 69.24 120.23 
Note: Rasch developed logit units were transformed to a scale with mean=94.99 and 1 logit=9.51 
units 
 
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted utilizing SPSS to 
determine if there was an overall difference between the three groups (Salkind, 
2017).  Table 4.7, resulted in an F-ratio of 7.21 with degrees of freedom 2 and 
161 and a -value  < .001. This indicated that there was less than a 5% 
probability that the groups came from a population with equal means of 
measures. The conclusion was that there were one or more statistically 
significant differences in perspectives among the three groups surveyed. 
 
Table 4.7 Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 
      
       




Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 552.132 2 276.07 7.21 0.001 
Within Groups 614.428 161 38.29   
Total   6716.56 162    
 
Additionally, the eta-squared (𝜂2) was computed. The eta-squared 𝜂2, is a 
measure of effect size and is defined as the ratio of the between-groups sum of 
squares divided by the total sum of squares. The closer to zero 𝜂2 is, the more 
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similar the groups are (Salkind, 2017). The estimates of effect size revealed a 
small association with an 𝜂2 of 0.082 (Chohen, 1998) 
Following the omnibus ANOVA, Tukey’s post hoc tests were conducted to 
determine which groups (i.e., general educators, special education providers, or 
administrators) differed from the other with regard to their perspectives about 
inclusion (Field, 2013). The results of the Post hoc tests of statistical significance 
indicated that the general educators’ mean measure was statistically significantly 
lower that the means of the school administrators and the special education 
service providers.  Even though there is a statistical significance, affect size (𝜂2) 
is very small. There was no statistically significant difference between the means 
of administrators and the special education services providers. 
Table 4.8 Tukey's HSD post-hoc Test 
    
       
Post Hoc 





Tukey HSD Gen Ed. Admin -5.0892* 1.493 0.002 
  Gen Ed. Sp. Ed. -3.1641* 1.076 0.010 
    Admin Sp. Ed. 1.9242 1.418 0.366 
Comparison of Items 
The researcher further analyzed if there were similarities or differences in 
the average ordinal scale scores of general educators and special education 
providers on specific items in the survey. The ordinal scale scores were as 
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follows; Strongly Disagree = 1, Disagree = 2, Neutral = 3, Agree = 4, and 
Strongly Agree = 5. 
Similarities of responses between general educators and special 
education service providers was considered indicators of their perspectives of the 
strengths and weaknesses of an inclusion program within the sample school 
district.  The researcher chose an average rating difference of ≤0.10 to 
determine similarities of ratings of each group because it was close to a zero 
difference in rating.  A rating difference of ≥.50 was utilized because it was 
considered to be a large difference for average ratings on a 5-point rating scale. 
There was a sizable percentage (20%-25%) of the general educators whose 
ratings were negative or neutral about inclusion. 
Table 4.9 lists eight items that appeared to have received similar average 
ordinal scale scores (≤ 0.10) from both groups. Item 4 i.e., “Although inclusion of 
students with mild to moderate is important, there are insufficient resources 
available for it to succeed” was positive had average ratings of 3.59. This 
indicated that both groups understood the importance of inclusion but many were 
not confident that the school district would provide the needed support for a 
successful inclusion program.  Item 5 i.e., “General education peers are not 
accepting of students with mild to moderate disabilities in the classrooms” 
indicated that both groups disagreed with this statement. The average ratings for 
both groups were the same for item 8 i.e., “The study skills of students with mild 
to moderate disabilities are inadequate for success in the general education 
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classroom”.  The average scores were closer to neutral response on the 5-rating 
scale. The average rating for both groups to Item 9, i.e., “Students with mild to 
moderate disabilities have more behavior problems than general education 
students” average ratings reflected that both groups agreed with the statement.  
The average ratings for both groups indicated neutral responses to item 11, i.e., 
“Students with mild to moderate disabilities make adequate academic progress of 
students with mild to moderate disabilities”. The groups average ratings for item 
14, i.e.,  “Low achieving students due better academically in inclusive 
classrooms” appeared to be neutral.  Average ratings for item 27, i.e., “General 
education teachers prefer sending students with mild to moderate disabilities to 
special education pull-out programs rather than having special education 
teachers deliver services in the classroom” ranged from neutral to agree.  Finally, 
item 30, i.e., “This school is not adequately prepared to implement inclusion for 
students with mild to moderate disabilities”, had average ratings that indicated 




Table 4.9 Similar Item  Average Ordinal Scores Gen. Ed. – Sp. Ed. 
Service Providers 
  








4 Although inclusion… is important there are 
insufficient resources available for it to 
succeed. 
3.60 3.59 0.01 
5 
GE peers are not accepting of  m/m 
students… 2.21 2.13 0.08 
8 
The study skills of m/m students are 
inadequate… 2.93 2.93 0.00 
9 
Students with m/m disabilities need more 
attention... 3.98 3.90 0.08 
11 
Students with m/m disabilities make 
adequate progress... 3.11 3.17 -0.07 
14 
Low achieving students do better in inclusive 
classrooms… 3.26 3.17 0.09 
27 
GE teacher prefer sending students out for 
services… 3.56 3.56 0.00 
30 
The school is not adequately prepared to 
implement inclusion 3.32 3.41 -0.09 
Similar Scores ≤  0.10    
 
Table 4.10 provides data on five items that had a difference in the ratings 
that were greater than half a rating (i.e. ≥ 0.50) between general educators and 
special education service providers. Item 1, i.e., “Students with mild to moderate 
disabilities benefit, in general, from inclusion in the general education classroom” 
the general educators had a lower, neutral rating, than the special education 
service providers who endorsed a rating that suggested agreement with the 
statement.  General educators had higher neutral rating for item 7, i.e., “General 
education teachers are comfortable team teaching content areas with special 
education teachers” than special education services providers whose average 
rating reflected disagreement with the statement.  Item 13, i.e., “The 
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redistribution of special education resources into the general education 
classroom decreases the instructional load of general education teachers.” 
average ratings reflected a lower score from general educators than from special 
education services providers.  General educators disagreed with the statement, 
whereas special education service providers average rating was neutral on the 
topic. The average scores on item 18, i.e., “The general education teacher 
receives little assistance from special education teachers in modifying instruction 
for students with mild to moderate disabilities” indicated that the general 
educators neutral rating was higher than the rating for special education service 
providers whom disagreed. Finally, the general educators’ average rating was 
lower than that of the special education service providers for item 24, i.e., “The 
time devoted to state/district curriculum goals decreased when students with mild 
to moderate are placed in general education classrooms” although, both were a 
neutral rating. 
Table 4.10 
Difference in  Item  Average Ordinal Scores Gen. Ed. – Sp. Ed. 
Service Providers 
  







1 Students with m/m disabilities benefit, in 
general, from inclusion... 3.70 4.30 -0.60 
7 GE teachers are comfortable team teaching 
content areas with SE teachers. 3.21 2.70 0.51 
13 The redistribution of SE resources into GE 
decreases instructional load of the GE 
teacher. 2.32 3.05 -0.73 
18 The GE receives little assistance from SE 
in modifying instruction for m/m students 3.07 2.43 0.64 
24 The time devoted to state/district curriculum 
goal decreases… in inclusion classrooms 2.91 2.34 0.57 




Item 28 “If given the opportunity, I would gladly participate in an inclusion 
program” was not included in the overall analysis of educator responses was not 
completed in Winsteps nor SPSS. It was a question specific to the educator and 
not about the participation of students with mild to moderate disabilities in the 
general education classroom.  The analysis of this item indicated approximately 
70% of general educators rated this item neutral to strongly disagree, whereas 
approximately 90% of special education services providers rated this item neutral 
to strongly agree. 
Summary 
Chapter Four provided detailed results of the study to determine how the 
groups differed with respect to the inclusion of students with mild to moderate 
disabilities in the general education classroom. A omnibus one-way ANOVA 
determined that there was at least one statistically significant difference among 
the means of the perspectives of general educators, special education providers, 
and administrators regarding the inclusion of students with mild to moderate 
disabilities.  Tukey’s post hoc test determined that the general educators had a 
significantly lower mean perspective than special education providers and 
administrators. There was no statistically significant difference between the 
perspectives of special educators and school administrators. 
Further analysis was completed to compare similarities and differences in 
the average ordinal scale scores of each item. The findings indicated that there 
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were eight items with similar average ordinal scale scores i.e., differences in 
ratings  ≤ 0.10 and five items with differences in ratings ≥ 0.50. 
Chapter Five will provide an overview of the study and recommendations 
for educational leaders.  Recommendations for educational reform with regards 
to the inclusions of students with mild to moderate disabilities in general 
education will be stated. Finally, recommendations for future research and a 




RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Overview 
Chapter five provides an overview of the research study and discusses 
recommendations for educational leaders, next steps for educational reform, 
recommendations for future research, and limitations of the study. 
This purpose of this study was to examine the perspectives of general 
education teachers, special education providers, and administrators (principals, 
district level administrators) regarding the inclusion of students with mild to 
moderate disabilities in general education classrooms. Results of this study 
found that the mean differences were sufficiently large that the null hypothesis 
was rejected. General education teachers had significantly lower mean 
perspectives regarding the inclusion of students with mild to moderate disabilities 
than both special education providers and administrators. The overall results 
indicate that special education providers and administrators had perspective of 
inclusion that were not statistically significantly different. 
Since the 1970’s the field of education has been undergoing a paradigm 
shift with regard to the inclusion of students with disabilities in the general 
education setting (Ahuja, et al., 2015). Students with disabilities have become 
more integrated into general education setting (Ahuja, et al., 2015). Inclusive 
education is general education and special education teachers working together 
to provide an environment that promotes learning for all students regardless of 
76 
 
special education eligibility (Cuaston & Tracy-Bronson, 2015). 
The main objective of the California public school system is that it is 
designed to successfully serve all students regardless of their race, culture, 
religion, socioeconomic status, or disability (Massengale, et al., 2018). The 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (2004) and No Child Left Behind 
(2001) law have resulted in many students receiving services in the general 
education setting due to adherence to the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) 
(McLewesky, et al., 2012). However, California Department of Education (CDE) 
data indicates that over the last five years, California has not consistently met the 
two Educational Environment Target mandates that stipulate special education 
students be included in the general education classroom at least 40% or 80% of 
their educational day (CDE, 2018). 
The nature of a student’s disability and/or the extent of their presenting 
difficulties, or the experience of educators appear to influence attitudes about 
inclusion (Avramidis, et al., 2000). There is an association between the 
perspectives of general education teachers and their attitudes regarding 
inclusion.  A teacher’s level of acceptance of inclusion is likely to affect their 
commitment to its implementation (Shady, et al., 2013). It is extremely important 
that general education and special education educators collaborate to develop 
non-traditional programs to make sure that students learn content through 
evidence-based practices (Kennedy & Ihle, 2012). It is the role of school 
leadership to ensure that students be included into the general education setting 
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and is equitable, so that all students benefit from inclusion (Cuaston & Theoharis, 
2014). 
Recommendations for Educational Leaders 
It is recommended that educational leaders survey their employees to 
determine their understanding of inclusion and the least restrictive environment.  
This mandate will allow educational leadership to develop trainings that may be 
needed for employees to understand how to support students with mild to 
moderate disabilities within the general education setting. 
This study found that general educators and special education service 
providers generally agree that inclusion of students with mild to moderate 
disabilities is important. However, the study also identified perspectives that may 
need to be addressed within the school district. General educators indicated that 
there are insufficient resources and the school district is inadequately prepared to 
implement an inclusion program. Both groups perspectives indicate that there is 
not a reduction in workload for the general education teacher in an inclusion 
program. There is likely to be a lot more benefit from professional development if 
general educators have a more positive perspective about inclusion. School 
District leaders should be open to exploring options for implementing inclusion 
programs that best fit their school setting. School leaderships’ attitudes toward 
inclusion represent a particularly powerful influence on schoolwide policy and 
practices (Cook, Semmel, & Gerber 1999).  
Planning for inclusion programs should include collaboration among 
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stakeholders so that they can be part of the process and have an understanding 
of the program. School district administrators should schedule collaborative 
meetings to develop timelines to discuss options for inclusion programs, provide 
professional development, and implement inclusion programs at school sites.  
This will allow each stakeholder to be able become vested in the inclusion 
program being successful and to explain the program to others within the 
community. 
Next Steps for Educational Reform 
Service providers (i.e. education specialists, speech pathologist, school 
psychologist, etc.) have identified three factors that are needed for inclusion to be 
successful for students with disabilities: teacher pre-service training regarding 
inclusion; teacher attitude change toward inclusion; and, administrative support 
for collaboration between special and general educators to increase access to 
instruction for the whole class (Dev & Haynes, 2015). 
This study data indicates that general educators do not fully support 
inclusion, in part because they do not feel they have enough knowledge about 
how to teach students with disabilities, collaboration, or address behaviors. 
College and University programs need to evaluate the number of hours and 
quality training student teachers receive regarding students with disabilities. 
Courses that provide information about types of disabilities, how children with 
disabilities learn, accommodations and modifications for all students, different 
types of inclusion programs, and how to monitor if inclusion programs are 
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successful, should be included in training programs.  Inclusion training will allow 
for new teachers  to be better prepared to support students with disabilities who 
are enrolled in their classroom. 
Educators and leaders need to evaluate their own perspectives regarding 
the inclusion of students, with any type of disability, into the general education 
setting.  In evaluating their perspectives, they must examine their preconceived 
beliefs about students with disabilities and the rate in which they learn. The 
perspectives of educators play an important role in the academic success of 
students and are strongly influence whether students with disabilities will be 
included into general education (Avramidis, et al., 2000). 
Continued professional development should to be provided throughout the 
careers of all educators to encourage and support the inclusion of students with 
mild to moderate disabilities into the general education classroom. The average 
ratings of  20-25% of general educators who do not appear to fully support 
inclusion, signal professional development topics should include “Needs of 
students with mild to moderate disabilities”, Behavior management and 
interventions”, “How to implement a successful inclusion program”, “Universal 
Design for Learning”, “Co-teaching collaboration”. 
Administrators within a school setting are an instrumental role in the 
implementation of an inclusion program. Ratings of school administers indicated 
an overall support for inclusion programs. These leaders need utilize their 
understanding of the importance of inclusion to support all stakeholders who are 
80 
 
participating in the programs so that inclusion is successful. The more 
administrators have an understanding of inclusion programs at their school sites, 
and district wide inclusion programs the better administrators can support the 
various stakeholders so that these programs can be successful (Causton & 
Theroharis, 2014). 
Community meetings about, led by school district and site administrators, 
for members of the community (i.e. parents, students, business partners, etc.) 
should be focused on bringing a better understanding and acceptance of the 
program and of students who participate in them.  Informing the community of 
how students with mild to moderate disabilities learn may teach parents about 
how their child learns and the types of supports they may need at home to be 
more independent in learning skills practiced within the family unit.   
Recommendations for Future Research 
The results of this study focused on the participants’ aggregated responses 
to the survey.  Future research could categorize survey items to obtain 
information about the respondents’ perspectives regarding specific areas of 
inclusion. Another option may be to analyze the item ratings of each position 
within the categories of general educators (i.e., teacher, counselor, coach, etc.) 
special education providers (i.e., school psychologist, speech pathologist, 
education specialist, etc.) or administrators (i.e., elementary, junior high, or high 




A future study could be completed with the current district, in five to ten 
years, to determine if perspectives regarding inclusion have changed within the 
school district. 
Research needs to be done to generalize the findings of this study to a 
wider group of school districts across the state and across the country. 
Researchers may also want to analyze similar data by gender, educational 
background, and other demographic factors of the teachers and administrators. 
There should also be the potential of obtaining more data from general 
educators, special education providers, and administrators to analyze 
perspectives of inclusion. 
The survey could be utilized, in part or whole, to conduct research to obtain 
information from the general education students and from students with 
disabilities to determine if there is a statistically significant difference in 
perspectives with regards to participation in inclusion program.  A school wide 
study could be undertaken that focuses only on the students who participate in 
inclusion programs. 
Limitations of Study 
This study was limited to one medium sized school district that may have 
limited or a common set of perspectives regarding inclusion.  This study included 
data from 57 general educators, 82 special education providers and 25 
administrators. The differences of those who responded and those who did not, 
is unknown.  There could be a threat to Internal Validity due to the way 
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respondents were selected.  A larger sample would have provide more valid and 
generalizable findings. 
In particular, although 19% of all the school district’s employees participated 
in this study, only 9.34% of general educators participated, compared to 37.87% 
of administrators and 49.69% of special education service providers responded 
to the survey. The rate of response may have been impacted by the restriction 
placed by the school district office on the individual who distributed the surveys 
(i.e., called the facilitator for the purpose of the study)  that it could not be sent 
directly to all of the 861 potential respondents.  The examiner was limited to 
sending emails to school district administration and was then required to rely on 
school principals to forward the email on to the appropriate school staff (i.e., 
general and special educators). As a result of this procedural restriction, the 
examiner was unable to determine the exact number of surveys that were sent 
by the school principals to the site teachers and other administrators at the 
schools.  
The response rate may have been higher had the school district not 
transitioned to virtual learning on March 13, 2020, due to the COVID-19 
pandemic. Virtual learning cancelled the personal contacts that the examiner had 
planned to make to explain the purpose of this study and provide opportunities 
for participants to complete the survey.  The school district response to the 
COVID-19 pandemic may also have impacted participation due to virtual learning 
surveys from school district administration being emailed to employees at the 
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same time as the examiner was requesting principals email the Inclusion School 
Program Survey to employees.  The employees may have become overwhelmed 
with the number of surveys they were asked to complete in a short span of time. 
Another limitation of the study was that the researcher was an employee of 
the district from where the sample was obtained.  Although, the researcher did 
not administer the survey, close colleagues may have known that it was being 
utilized for completion of a dissertation study.  It is not known if this information 
may have biased the study. 
Conclusion 
 Results of the study determined that that there was statistical evidence to 
reject the null hypothesis of no difference among the means of the groups of 
educators.  Educators in the sample district did not have similar perspectives 
regarding the inclusion of students with mild to moderate disabilities in the 
general education setting.   The items that addressed if students with mild to 
moderate disabilities need more attention and assistance than general education 
students appeared to be the most difficult to answer for the three group of 
educators.  The item addressing the collaboration between special education 
providers and general education teachers on all students with mild to moderate 
disabilities appeared to be the least difficult item. The lowest ratings, provided by 
the general educators, were in the areas about collaboration, work responsibility,  
the benefits of inclusion for students with mild to moderate disabilities and the 
impact on non-disabled peers. They also had the lowest ratings on items 
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regarding students’ with mild to moderate disabilities adjustment to inclusion, 
study habits, negative stigma, and social skills. The ratings of both of the groups 
were higher than the general educators’ lowest scores. The perspectives of the 
general educators significantly differed from the perspectives of special 
education providers and administrators. Special education providers and 
administrators did not have significant difference in their perspectives regarding 
inclusion. 
 School district administrators should provide professional development in 
the areas of the educational needs of students with mild to moderate disabilities, 
inclusion programs, Universal Design for Learning, behavior management, and 
co-teaching.  These trainings should be part of a collaboratives at the district and 
site levels to develop and implement inclusion programs within the school district. 
This study sought to add to findings of the study that was conducted by 
James McLeskey and his colleagues who compared the perspectives of 
educators who were employed in inclusion and non-inclusion schools by 
analyzing data from three specific groups of educators (administrators, general 
educators, and special education services providers). This study continues to 
support research on teacher perspectives of educators that indicates that the 
views of general educators have not changed over the last 40 year and still 
appear statistically significant differences in perspectives about inclusion (Koh & 
Shin, 2017). 
It may take more professional development regarding inclusion of students 
85 
 
with mild to moderate disabilities to positively impact general education teachers. 
They may also learn that they are already utilizing many of the strategies that are 
part of an inclusion program. 
 Future studies should focus on the specific areas of inclusion to determine 
supports and training that would assist general educators, special education 




















Educators’ Perspectives About the Inclusion of Students with Mild to Moderate 






You are being asked to take part in a research study carried out by Rebecca Parres, a doctoral 
candidate under the faculty advisement of Dr. Joseph Jesunathadas. I am a Program Administrator 
in the Baldwin Park Unified School District and I am working on my dissertation in Educational 
Leadership. 
 
This consent form explains the research study and your part in it if you decide to join the study. 
Please read the form carefully, taking as much time as you need. Please feel free to contact me to 
explain anything you don’t understand. You can decide not to join the study. If you join the study, 
you can change your mind later and leave the study at any time. There will be no penalty or loss 
of services or benefits if you decide to not take part in the study. 
 
The Study: I am conducting a study to examine the perspectives of educators about inclusion. 
Participants will be asked to complete a two-part survey which includes demographic questions 
and the Inclusive School Program Survey. The survey questionnaire will take about 5-10 minutes 
to complete. The questionnaires describe participants’ demographic background and their 
perspectives on the inclusion of students with mild to moderate disabilities in the general 
education setting. 
 
Risks/Benefits: Your participation will involve the completion of one survey questionnaire. Each 
questionnaire takes approximately 5-10 minutes to complete. The survey will ask you to describe 
your demographic information and your perspectives about inclusive education. You will 
complete this survey following your consent to participate in the study. Data collected from the 
survey will help me determine which factors impact an educator’s perspective on the inclusion of 
students with mild to moderate disabilities in the general education setting. 
 
We anticipate minimal risk, if any, for participants in the study. The survey questionnaires ask 
participants to describe their attitudes and beliefs. It is unlikely that participants will be exposed 
to stress or discomfort as a result of their involvement in completing the survey. 
 
Confidentiality: We are only interested in group characteristics; therefore the data will be 
reported in a group format. Results of this study may be published but no names or identifying 
information will be included for publication. Research records will be kept confidential to the 
extent allowed by law. Data will be kept in a locked file cabinet in the researcher’s home with 
only the researcher having access to collected data. 
 
Right to Refuse: Your participation is voluntary and you are free to withdraw from participation 
at any time without suffering penalty or loss of benefits or services you may otherwise be entitled 
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to. By completing the attached survey you are agreeing to participate in this research study. 
 
Contact Information: If you have additional questions or would like to know the results of the 
study please contact Rebecca Parres at (909) 938-2477 or email: rlparres95@gmail.com You may 
also contact Institutional Review Board at California State University, San Bernardino at 909-537-
7588 or email them at mgillesp@csusb.edu. 
 
Conflict of Interest: The researcher does not have a financial (or otherwise) conflict of interest 
relating to the results of this study.  
 
Consent Clause: I have carefully read and/or I have had the terms used in this consent form and 
their significance explained to me. By signing below or completing the online version of the 
survey (insert a link to the survey), I agree that I am at least 18 years of age and agree to 






























Levels of Disability 
The impact of the disability is displayed in some difficulties in learning one or two 
academic domains (mild), marked difficulties in learning one or more academic 
domains (moderate) and severe difficulties in learning affecting several academic 
areas (severe). 
 
Mild Disability refers to the lower impact range of the disability on the student in 
terms of higher rate of improvement to interventions, higher specific achievement 
levels and low impact of disabling traits compared to a moderate and severe 
disabilities. 
 
Moderate Disability refers to the moderate impact range of the disability on the 
student in terms of average rate of improvement to interventions, medium specific 
achievement levels and moderate impact of disabling traits compared to a mild and 
severe disabilities. 
 
Severe Disability refers to the highest impact range of the disability on the student 
in terms of lowest rate of improvement to interventions, lowest specific 
achievement levels and highest impact of disabling traits compared to a mild and 
moderate disabilities. 
 
For the purpose of this study, the survey questions are related to student with mild 
to moderate disabilities. 
 
What is inclusions? 
Inclusion is general education and special education teachers sharing the 
responsibility for educating all students in an environment that promotes learning 
for each student, with or without a disability. 
 
You will be asked to complete a survey regarding your demographic information 
and your perspective related to working with students who have mild to moderate 
disabilities. 
 
The purpose of this study is to assist district and university personnel in designing 
professional development courses that promote positive educators’ perspectives 




Inclusive School Program Survey 
Item# Item SA A N D SD 
1. 
Students with mild to moderate disabilities benefit, in general, 
from inclusion in the general education classroom. 
5 4 3 2 1 
2. 
The special education teacher only provides assistance to 
those students labeled with mild to moderate disabilities. 
5 4 3 2 1 
3. 
Students with mild to moderate adjust well when placed in 
general education classrooms. 
5 4 3 2 1 
4. 
Although inclusion of students with mild to moderate is 
important, there are insufficient resources available for it to 
succeed. 
5 4 3 2 1 
5. 
General Education Peers are not accepting of students with 
mild to moderate disabilities in the classroom. 
5 4 3 2 1 
6. 
Special Education teachers provide educational support for all 
students demonstrating difficulty. 
5 4 3 2 1 
7. 
General Education teachers are comfortable team teaching 
content areas with special education teachers. 
5 4 3 2 1 
8. 
The study skills of students with mild to moderate disabilities 
are inadequate for success in the general education classroom. 
5 4 3 2 1 
9. 
Students with mild to moderate disabilities need more 
attention and assistance than the general education students. 
5 4 3 2 1 
10. 
Students with mild to moderate disabilities have more 
behavior problems than general education students. 
5 4 3 2 1 
11. 
Students with mild to moderate disabilities make adequate 
academic progress when placed in a general education 
classroom. 
5 4 3 2 1 
12. 
General education teachers have the primary responsibility for 
the education of students with mild to moderate disabilities in 
their classrooms. 
5 4 3 2 1 
13. 
The redistribution of special education resources into the 
general education classroom decreases the instructional load 
of the general education teacher. 
5 4 3 2 1 
14. 
Low achieving students do better academically in inclusive 
classrooms. 
5 4 3 2 1 
15. 
Although inclusion of students with mild to moderate 
disabilities is a good idea, it will not succeed because there is 
too much resistance from teachers. 
5 4 3 2 1 
16. High achieving students are neglected in inclusive classrooms. 5 4 3 2 1 
17. 
Bringing special education services into general education 
classrooms causes serious difficulties in determining “who is 
in charge”. 
5 4 3 2 1 
18. 
The general education teacher receives little assistance from 
special education teachers in modifying instruction for student 
with mild to moderate disabilities. 
5 4 3 2 1 
19. 
A fully included student, who is having difficulty with grade 
level standards, should be removed from the inclusion 
program. 




Students with mild to moderate disabilities lose the stigma of 
being “dumb”, “different”, or “failures”, when placed into 
general education classroom. 
5 4 3 2 1 
21. Parents are supportive of inclusive school programs. 5 4 3 2 1 
22. 
Students with mild to moderate disabilities have significant 
behavior problems in the general education classroom. 
5 4 3 2 1 
23. 
Students with mild to moderate disabilities improve their 
social skills when placed in a general education classroom. 
5 4 3 2 1 
24. 
The time devoted to state/district curriculum goals decreases 
when students with mild to moderate disabilities are placed in 
general education classrooms. 
5 4 3 2 1 
25. 
The inclusion of students with mild to moderate disabilities 
negatively affects the academic performance of general 
education students. 
5 4 3 2 1 
26. 
Special education and general education teachers should 
collaborate on all students with mild to moderate disabilities 
who are placed in a general education classroom. 
5 4 3 2 1 
27. 
General education teachers prefer sending students with mild 
to moderate disabilities to special education pull-out programs 
rather than having special education teachers deliver services 
in the classroom. 
5 4 3 2 1 
28. 
If given the opportunity, I would gladly participate in an 
inclusion program. 
5 4 3 2 1 
29. 
Students with mild to moderate disabilities have a basic right 
to receive their education in the general education classroom. 
5 4 3 2 1 
30. 
This school is not adequately prepared to implement inclusion 
for students with mild to moderate disabilities. 
5 4 3 2 1 
31. 
To a large extent, general education teachers have the 
instructional skills necessary to teach students with mild to 
moderate disabilities. 
5 4 3 2 1 
32. 
Students with mild to moderate disabilities have work habits 
that are comparable to general education students. 
5 4 3 2 1 
5 = Strongly Agree         4 = Agree           3= Neutral          2 = Disagree       1 = Strongly Disagree 
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General Education  Administrators 
JOB_TITLE #Employees  JOB_TITLE   #Employees 
Coordinator-Induction Program 1  Asst. Dir-Special Ed 1 
Counselor 21  Assistant Principals 20 
Early Childhood Education Teacher 80  Asst. Supt-Human Res 1 
Nurse-School Gen Educ. 5  Asst. Supt-St Achievement 1 
Teacher-Athletic Director 2  Deputy Superintendent 1 
Teacher-Curriculum,tech,inter, Coach 17  Dir-Student Support Serv 1 
Teacher-Early Childhood Education-Lead 7  Dir-Student Achievement 2 
Teacher-Intern 4  Dir. of Early Childhood Edu 1 
Teacher-Regular 466  Principal-Elem School 13 
Teacher on -Special Assignment 7  Principal-High School 3 
 Total: 610  Principal-Jr High School 4 
    Program Administrator 4 
Special Education  Program Manager-ECE 7 
JOB_TITLE #Employees  Sr. Director-Special Ed 1 
Adaptive PE Teachers 2  Sr. Director-Supp Svcs 1 
Board Certified Behavior Analyst 2  Superintendent 1 
Education Specialist Elementary 66  Supervisor-Ece 5 
Education Specialist Secondary 28   Total 66 
Educationally Related Mental Heath 
Services Therapist 1     
Nurse-School Spec. Educ. 2  Total Employees 841 
Occupational/Physical Th 6     
School Psychologist 14     
School Psychologist-On Assignment 1     
Speech/Language Pathology Ast-11 2     
Spec-Head Start-Disabils-12 3     
Speech/Language Pathologist 37     
Workabilty I-Job Dev-11 1     




















ENTRY MEASURE SCORE ERROR NAME  ENTRY MEASURE SCORE ERROR NAME 
1 96.39 98 1.94 A01  83 97.58 101 1.96 S01 
2 103.64 115 2.13 A02  84 99.18 101 2.02 S02 
3 111.97 130 2.51 A03  85 100.06 107 2.01 S03 
4 104.12 116 2.14 A04  86 97.58 101 1.96 S04 
5 107.18 122 2.27 A05  87 98.8 104 1.98 S05 
6 99.22 105 1.99 A06  88 105.1 118 2.18 S06 
7 97.18 100 1.95 A07  89 119.85 140 3.01 S07 
8 104.12 116 2.14 A08  90 95.6 96 1.93 S08 
9 98.39 103 1.97 A09  91 104.12 116 2.14 S09 
10 101.36 110 2.05 A10  92 84.7 69 2.07 S10 
11 98.19 99 2 A11  93 97.99 102 1.97 S11 
12 101.8 111 2.06 A12  94 100.49 108 2.02 S12 
13 107.18 122 2.27 A13  95 99.22 105 1.99 S13 
14 99.64 106 2 A14  96 100.06 107 2.01 S14 
15 107.73 123 2.3 A15  97 103.64 115 2.13 S15 
16 94.04 92 1.92 A16  98 95.6 96 1.93 S16 
17 100.92 109 2.04 A17  99 90.53 83 1.94 S17 
18 109.46 126 2.38 A18  100 100.49 108 2.02 S18 
19 100.92 109 2.04 A19  101 94.43 93 1.93 S19 
20 90.93 84 1.93 A20  102 100.49 108 2.02 S20 
21 96.78 99 1.95 A21  103 97.18 100 1.95 S21 
22 97.58 101 1.96 A22  104 97.58 101 1.96 S22 
23 111.31 129 2.48 A23  105 97.18 100 1.95 S23 
24 89.34 80 1.96 A24  106 97.58 101 1.96 S24 
25 98.39 103 1.97 A25  107 95.21 95 1.93 S25 
26 103.64 115 2.13 G01  108 92.1 87 1.93 S26 
27 98.39 103 1.97 G02  109 98.39 103 1.97 S27 
28 101.36 110 2.05 G03  110 99.64 106 2 S28 
29 98.8 104 1.98 G04  111 100.06 107 2.01 S29 
31 96.39 98 1.94 G06  112 103.17 114 2.11 S30 
32 100.49 108 2.02 G07  113 101.36 110 2.05 S31 
33 100.49 108 2.02 G08  114 97.18 100 1.95 S32 
34 116.35 136 2.77 G09  115 100.06 107 2.01 S33 
35 100.92 109 2.04 G10  116 98.39 103 1.97 S34 
36 85.59 71 2.04 G11  117 91.71 86 1.93 S35 
37 104.12 116 2.14 G12  118 105.6 119 2.2 S36 
38 95.21 95 1.93 G13  119 99.22 105 1.99 S37 
39 98.8 104 1.98 G14  120 105.6 119 2.2 S38 
40 86.02 72 2.03 G15  121 94.43 93 1.93 S39 
41 95.21 95 1.93 G16  122 90.93 84 1.93 S40 
42 97.18 100 1.95 G17  123 102.25 112 2.08 S41 
43 100.06 107 2.01 G18  124 92.49 88 1.92 S42 





45 92.88 89 1.92 G20  126 95.99 97 1.94 S44 
46 98.39 103 1.97 G21  127 105.1 118 2.18 S45 
47 98.8 104 1.98 G22  128 97.58 101 1.96 S46 
48 96.39 98 1.94 G23  129 102.25 112 2.08 S47 
49 97.99 102 1.97 G24  130 102.7 113 2.09 S48 
50 94.82 94 1.93 G25  131 108.87 125 2.35 S49 
51 94.82 94 1.93 G26  132 92.1 87 1.93 S50 
52 80.85 61 2.22 G27  133 97.86 98 1.99 S51 
53 99.64 106 2 G28  134 100.49 108 2.02 S52 
54 90.93 84 1.93 G29  136 111.97 130 2.51 S54 
55 80.33 60 2.25 G30  137 105.1 118 2.18 S55 
56 86.45 73 2.02 G31  138 97.58 101 1.96 S56 
57 94.04 92 1.92 G32  139 95.21 95 1.93 S57 
58 100.92 109 2.04 G33  140 89.74 81 1.95 S58 
59 95.6 96 1.93 G34  141 88.94 79 1.96 S59 
60 95.6 96 1.93 G35  142 99.22 105 1.99 S60 
61 92.1 87 1.93 G36  143 95.6 96 1.93 S61 
62 100.06 107 2.01 G37  144 97.58 101 1.96 S62 
63 69.24 44 3.03 G38  145 100.49 108 2.02 S63 
64 90.93 84 1.93 G39  146 94.04 92 1.92 S64 
65 94.82 94 1.93 G40  147 101.19 107 2.09 S65 
66 93.26 90 1.92 G41  148 100.49 108 2.02 S66 
67 99.22 105 1.99 G42  149 106.65 121 2.25 S67 
68 100.06 107 2.01 G43  150 103.17 114 2.11 S68 
69 95.21 95 1.93 G44  151 98.39 103 1.97 S69 
70 105.6 119 2.2 G45  152 97.22 96 1.97 S70 
71 94.04 92 1.92 G46  153 107.73 123 2.3 S71 
72 97.18 100 1.95 G47  154 94.04 92 1.92 S72 
73 97.18 100 1.95 G48  155 102.25 112 2.08 S73 
74 96.78 99 1.95 G49  156 120.23 136 3.1 S74 
75 95.21 95 1.93 G50  157 100.06 107 2.01 S75 
76 96.39 98 1.94 G51  158 95.21 95 1.93 S76 
77 90.53 83 1.94 G52  159 96.78 99 1.95 S77 
78 92.1 87 1.93 G53  160 90.93 84 1.93 S78 
79 105.6 119 2.2 G54  161 99.64 106 2 S79 
80 94.82 94 1.93 G55  162 103.17 114 2.11 S80 
81 101.36 110 2.05 G56  163 97.33 94 2.03 S81 
82 103.64 115 2.13 G57  164 99.18 101 2.02 S82 
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